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INTRODUCTION

In the fall of 1997, the Congress set in motion a federal initiative to jump start
comprehensive reform in the nation’s schools. The Comprehensive School Reform
Demonstration (CSRD) Program provided incentives and support for schools, particularly
high-poverty, low-performing schools, to develop and implement comprehensive school
reform efforts. These schools are to carry out reform activities based on reliable research
and effective practice. In the fall of 1998, Congress extended CSRD funding for a
second year.

The current Title I legislation also provides an incentive for schools serving a high
concentration of poor children to engage in whole-school reform. Title I schoolwide
programs, implemented in schools with at least 50 percent of students in poverty, have
the flexibility of pooling resources from other federal programs to plan and implement
schoolwide improvement activities.

The most recent U.S. Department of Education estimate indicates that there are 1,600
schools participating in the Comprehensive School Reform Demonstration (CSRD)
Program across the nation. In addition, approximately 15,000 Title I schools are
implementing schoolwide programs. Each of these whole-school reform efforts is to be
evaluated to assess its impact on teaching and learning.

The Education Department has issued general guidance to help district and school staff
conduct evaluation of CSRD and Title I schoolwide programs. This guidebook,
developed collaboratively by the Comprehensive Center and the CSRD work unit at the
Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory, is intended to provide further evaluation
assistance to district and school staff. It is an attempt to help ensure that schools conduct
evaluation of whole-school reform efforts in a way that provides valid and useful
information for accountability and program improvement.

The guidebook is not intended to be a philosophical discussion of evaluation issues. Nor
is it designed to be a cookbook on the evaluation of whole-school reform efforts. Users
who have no prior training or experience with program evaluation will not become
skilled evaluators by reading the document. Rather, it is our intention to provide some
guideposts which district and school staff can consider in choosing an approach to
evaluating their school reform efforts. We hope that this guidebook will help raise
awareness of the complexity of program evaluation in general and the evaluation of
whole-school reform efforts in particular.

& Northwest Regional h ’ 8
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OVERVIEW

Context of Comprehensive School Reform

Comprehensive school reform and Title I schoolwide programs are well under way across
the nation. Along with being responsible for restructuring their operational systems, '
schools increasingly are being held accountable for the results of their whole-school
reform efforts. Federal and state education officials are asking several significant
questions: (1) Are comprehensive school reform efforts producing positive results in
student achievement? (2) Are comprehensive school reform programs being implemented
as planned and with fidelity to the adopted model? and (3) Will state and local policies
and practices sustain comprehensive school reform? These questions should drive
evaluation efforts.

The overarching goals of evaluation are twofold: to inform schools about what is and
isn’t working, and to guide decisions about program adjustments and improvements,
thereby increasing the likelihood of positive impact.

Program evaluation is a systematic process designed to gauge the quality and
effectiveness of a program. Evaluation produces information that helps monitor progress
and solve problems to enhance program implementation and impact. Evaluation is most
meaningful when it is integrated early into the program design. Tacking it at the end of a

program seldom yields useful findings.

There are two basic types of evaluation, each with its distinct purpose. “Formative”
evaluation produces information used to improve a program during its operation. It
generates information that guides decisionmaking about the program’s desirability,
feasibility, fidelity, and soundness in producing desired results (Nelson, 1999; Sarvela,
1993). “Summative” evaluation, on the other hand, garers data necessary for judging the
ultimate success of the entire program (Sarvela, 1993). Its major purpose is to answer the
question, “Did the program do what it promised?”

Often evaluation focuses only on results. But without data on program implementation, it
is difficult to link student outcomes to the program or to make timely adjustments to
enhance program effectiveness. With ongoing and well thought-out program evaluation, a
school community can construct a compelling case that its comprehensive reform efforts
did indeed contribute to the improvement of its students’ academic performance.

A number of assumptions guide program evaluation (NWREL, 1998). It should:

& Northwest Regional
Educational Laboratory 5 OVERVIEW



Evaluating Whole-School Reform Efforts:
A Guide for District and School Staff

e Be comprehensive enough to reflect o

decisionmaking needs and provide
timelines for ongoing, immediate
feedback for continuous program
improvement

e Use a multimethod approach to enhance
the validity of data

e Provide sound information regarding
outcomes and effectiveness in achieving
expected program outcomes

¢ Employ a combination of quantitative
and qualitative strategies

Program Implementation

Research has consistently shown that the depth

S SatudRndntiied

St

Many reasons and benefits warrant
conducting program evaluations, including
(Muaskin, 1999; Holcomb, 1999):

¢ Strengthening program design by clearly
articulating shared goals and objectives

e Facilitating informed decisionmaking
about improving the quality of the
program

e Contributing to making constructive
changes to enhance program
effectiveness

¢ Helping identify and celebrate successes
when desired outcomes are achieved

¢ Reinforcing the link between schoolwide
program strategies and student

' outcomes
P R T W e o = T

and quality of program implementation is a
powerful factor in the success of school reform
programs. Comprehensive reform efforts can
succeed if they are implemented well. In
particular, schools should pay attention to how [
widely staff members embrace the program and
how well they understand it. Schools should ask, |
Is the program being implemented as intended?
Research has identified nine program

components (see sidebar) that contribute to the §
quality of a comprehensive reform program and
are influential in helping improve student
achievement. Careful monitoring of these nine
components provides insight into what factors  E
help or hinder reform efforts. These components B
can provide a useful framework for gathering, |
interpreting, and using data to make decisions
about implementation progress and challenges.
The specific evaluation questions that guide the
process and determine which collection
strategies to use are: (1) Which intervention
activities are being used? (2) Is the intervention
being implemented with fidelity? (3) What is
working? (4) What should be improved? and -
(5) How should it be refined? (Sarvela, 1993).
Answers to these questions help determine how

& Northwest Regional
Educational Laboratory 6.

: These components, when integrated into

comprehensive school reform plans, enhance
the quality and effectiveness of a program:

¢ Innovative strategies and proven
methods that are based on reliable
research and replicated successfully in
schools with diverse characteristics

¢ A comprehensive design for effective
school functioning )

¢ High-quality and continuous teacher and
staff professional development

e Measurable goals for student
performance and benchmarks for
meeting those goals

{ « Commitment and support of school

staff and community

i « Meaningful involvement of parents and

local community

e High-quality external technical support

and assistance

e Evaluation plan for monitoring program

implementation and assessing results in
student achievement

{ « Coordinated resources to maximize

. and sustain the school reform effort
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a school’s reform program is making a difference. Linking achievements to
comprehensive school reform efforts is then possible.

Program Outcome and Impact

Summative evaluation involves gathering the evidence necessary to determine overall
program success in improving student achievement. The evaluation question driving this
portion of the investigation is, “Are we achieving what we aspired to do?” In the context
of comprehensive school reform, program success is measured by how well the school
stacks up against state standards and local assessment measures.

There are two basic forms of summative evaluation: outcome and impact evaluation.
Outcome evaluation examines immediate changes in knowledge, skill, attitude, and
behavior. Impact evaluation, on the other hand, demonstrates the program’s long-term
effects (Muaskin, 1999). Here’s an example: A school gives a parent workshop about the
value of reading to children at home. The program outcome would be the new knowledge
parents gained from their participation. This direct effect—increased parental
knowledge—is an immediate result that may lead to increased reading with children at
home. This in turn leads to a positive impact on academic achievement. In the world of
evalution, both new parental knowledge and more reading at home would be considered
program outcomes. Improved reading achievement would be considered a long-term

program impact.

Routinely monitoring outcomes is beneficial because it provides frequent feedback to
those involved in decisionmaking about the program. Knowledge gained from monitoring
outcomes can gauge progress, uncover problems, help appropriately allocate resources,
and acknowledge successes (Ginsburg, 1999). For example, if a program objective is to
increase reading scores on the state assessment by 10 percent over the next three years,
outcomes (such as improved reading skills) will help determine whether the school is
moving in the desired direction. Program outcomes are results that are related to an
objective but that occur more immediately. Knowing precisely what outcomes the school
is looking for will help ascertain which data sources contain the desired information. This
can help schools avoid the common error of collecting unneeded data that can hike costs
and waste time.

Evaluation Design and Process

How does a school design a comprehensive evaluation plan that meets federal and state
requirements, and also satisfies its own informational needs? By addressing certain key
questions early in program planning, the evaluation process will reflect the needs,
interests, issues, and resources unique to the school (Sarvela, 1993; NWREL, 1995).
Questions that schools should ask of themselves are:

& Northwest Regional - '
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e  What does our school want to accomplish overall?

This requires clearly articulating goals and transforming them into specific,
measurable objectives. Setting goals and objectives is difficult. Your school must
first consider current conditions, needs, academic concerns, and resources. By
creating a snapshot of your school, you can better target your reform efforts. It
can help you avoid the common pitfall of setting goals and objectives that are
unrealistic given the available resources. The value of conducting a thorough
needs assessment cannot be overemphasized. It will clarify issues, pinpoint
priorities, and identify resources.

e  What will our school have to do to achieve these goals and objectives?

This is the stage when your school decides on specific strategies and activities to
create the desired changes. This is when you determine how program goals and
objectives are translated into research-based actions and strategies. Actions and

- strategies should match goals and needs. Without that match, your school will
have a tough time reaching its objectives.

e How will our school know that its program is succeeding at accomplishing its
goals and objectives?

Schools can gauge progress toward their goals by selecting program and student
performance measures that are meaningful, measurable, and relevant—that is,
related to program objectives. Observing and documenting performance
indicators will provide the information needed to demonstrate program success.
It’s best to measure progress annually and at interim checkpoints (say, quarterly).
With regular monitoring, your school can uncover barriers to success and devise
new strategies as you go along.

e How will evidence be gathered to demonstrate progress toward our school’s
goals?

At this point schools need to decide which data collection methods they will use
to acquire relevant information. Typically, schools have a wealth of information
at hand because they are continually gathering data for a plethora of purposes. For
this reason, schools can begin by building upon existing systems, adding only data
collection methods that will fill information gaps. Data collection methods are
many. They include document review, surveys, interview, focus-group interviews,
observation, and student achievement assessments. Ideally, schools will choose to
use multiple data gathering procedures to improve the credibility of their data. For
example, changes in teaching practices can be assessed in several ways:
administering a survey to students, observing classroom practices, or conducting a
focus-group interview with teachers. Using two or three data collection methods,
measurement instruments, or data sources is a technique called “triangulation.”
Each data gathering method has advantages and disadvantages.

& Northwest Regional .
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e How will our school use evaluation results?

To maximize the benefits of evaluation, schools should establish an ongoing
process to review, interpret, and communicate results. In this way, schools can
keep the school community informed about the program’s quality and
effectiveness. Sharing successes generates enthusiasm, involvement, and
commitment to the reform program.

The same people who are implementing the program should collect and interpret the data.
In this way, they will get immediate feedback to inform daily decisions about program
operations and classroom practices. Besides getting ongoing feedback, the school staff
and community gain a sense of ownership by direct involvement. Ownership develops
intrinsic motivation to carry out the evaluation plans, interpret results, draw conclusions
about program progress, and pursue improvements. Most of all, it fosters trust that data
will be used in a positive, not punitive, way.

From thoughtful consideration of these questions
arises the school’s evaluation plan. Well-designed
evaluations are invisible, becoming imbedded in

Common Barriers to the
Collection and Use of
Evaluation Data

daily routines. The most useful-evaluation plansare || o Challenge of collaboration
those that are tailored to the unique needs and “l o Lack of time

context of the reform program. The best plans glean [| e Lack of proper training in
relevant information about program performance and practical program evaluation

student achievement that will contribute to
maximizing the program’s effectiveness.

¢ Fear of evaluation

To make sure their evaluation plan succeeds, schools must address the reasons people
resist evaluation. Common barriers to the collection and use of evaluation data include:

Challenge of collaboration. Staff, parents, and administrators often lack not only
sufficient time to work collaboratively but also the skills and experience to work
cooperatively.

Lack of time. The most common obstacle is the shortage of time to successfully

plan and implement evaluation. Many teachers already feel overwhelmed, and the
thought of one more thing to do can be daunting.

Lack of proper training in practical program evaluation. Few have the
knowledge, skills, or confidence to conduct program evaluations or the
understanding of how to use data to guide decisions.

Fear of evaluation. Many educators fear that data will be used against schools by
exposing inadequacies and jeopardizing funding. This fear stems mainly from a
misperception about the purpose and function of evaluation.

& Northwest Regional ‘ .
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Use of Data for Program Improvement

Evaluation is meaningless unless data are collected, reviewed, analyzed, and.
disseminated quickly and efficiently. Only when results are fed back into the system are
they useful. The process of interpreting and reporting evaluation results is most
meaningful when it is part of an ongoing, evolving process that engages all interested
people. Schools must invest time to review and interpret results in order to realize the
benefits of evaluation.

Whenever possible, data should be disaggregated—that is, broken down by categories
such as gender, ethnicity, student type, and grade level. By disaggregating data, schools
can zero in on areas of strength and weakness. Disaggregation of data also helps schools
better understand the program’s impact, in addition to addressing equity issues (Yap,
1997).

Strengthening Programs Through Evaluation

Evaluation is a powerful tool that can reveal what is actually occurring in schools. It can
sift through the maze of school reform efforts to uncover what is truly working to change
the learning environment. It can reveal the root causes of schools’ struggles so that the
real problem—not just the symptoms—can be tackled. It can also bring to light factors
that contribute to positive results so that schools can continue to improve teaching and
learning.

No strand of a school—from curriculum and instruction to facilities operation, staff
development, and administration—goes untouched in the schoolwide reform process. The
goal is to deliver a coherent, sound education that will bring high standards within reach
for each and every child. Evaluation is the means of finding out where your school has
been, where it’s going, how it’s getting there, and—most importantly—whether it’s on
target to reach its desired destination. If goals and practices are out of sync, evaluation
can point the way to get back on track. V

In the following sections of this guide, your school community will find the step-by-step

guidance it needs to plan, design, and carry out effective evaluation of your
comprehensive school reform program.

15
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. Instructions to the Presenter — Overview Section
Evaluating Whole-School Reform Efforts:
A Guide for District and School Staff

Instructions for Transparencies

Each transparency is related to the Overview section of the guidebook. Becoming
familiar with the contents of this section will help guide your use of the transparencies.
This section of the guidebook and corresponding transparencies provide a conceptual
overview with brief description of critical elements of program evaluation. More indepth
discussions and examples of how to design and plan for program evaluation will be
presented later in the guidebook.

Transparency #1

Sets the stage for understanding the significant overall questions driving comprehensive
school reform evaluation. Briefly discuss as described on page 2 in the guidebook.

Transparency #2

Describes the purpose of program evaluation along with discussing the overall purpose.
Distinguishing between the two dimensions of formative (implementation) and
summative (impact) evaluation is useful in helping understand the unique purpose of
each. Briefly discuss as described on page 2 in the guidebook.

Transparency #3 _

Outlines the benefits of evaluation with particular attention to its value in guiding
decisions to improve the effectiveness of the comprehensive reform program. Briefly
discuss as described on page 3 in the guidebook.

Transparency #4

Provides a brief comparison of formative and summative evaluation purpose and data
collection methods.

Transparency #5

Discusses nine components of effective comprehensive school reform. Briefly discuss as
described on page 3 in the Guidebook.

Transparency #6

Introduces program outcome and impact evaluation. Briefly discuss as described on
page 4 in the guidebook.

Transparency #7

Introduces questions that facilitate the planning of program evaluation. Briefly discuss as
described on pages 4 and 5 in the guidebook.

Transparency #8

Introduces the common issues and challenges that often confront schools when planning
and implementing evaluation plans. Briefly discuss as described on page 6 in the
guidebook.

Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory 15
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Evaluating Whole-School Reform Efforts:
A Guide for District and School Staff

IMPLEMENTATION EVALUATION®

Let’s imagine that your school has chosen a new comprehensive or schoolwide program.
Imagine further that your school wants to collect evaluation data it can use to help make
that program succeed. This type of evaluation—collecting and using data to feed back
into the program on an ongoing basis—is called formative evaluation. Formative
evaluation data serve two purposes: first, to determine whether the program is being
implemented as the program developers designed it (the most vital components of the
program are in place); and second, to enable staff to retool and fine-tune their efforts to
make a program work at a specific site. A strong formative evaluation can help a program
to “hum” at a particular school..

The central question in formative evaluation is whether the model or program is being
implemented as it was designed. Comprehensive models are grounded in research. But no
program—no matter how sound it is—can have impact if it is not used. Once a school has
determined that program components are in place, it can begin identifying barriers that
may be limiting or interfering with use. It can also begin designing special adaptations to
meet specific needs of this school.

In implementation evaluation, the data collected are used primarily for internal reporting
to the program staff (although some grants do require that implementation data be
reported to the funding agency). Because of the potential for program improvement,
implementation evaluation data must be analyzed quickly, shared broadly, and presented
in a format that can be easily used to make program modifications. Implementation
evaluation works best when the evaluator meets regularly with program staff to orient the
group to the work of evaluation.

Throughout this phase of the evaluation, all involved in program implementation should
be looking for evidence that the comprehensive reform is (Buechler, 1997): '

e Being undertaken for the right reasons (for‘example to solve a problem, meeta’
need, or improve student achievement), not simply to advance the career of an
administrator or to procure additional funds.

! This guide is to be used by school staff at sites that have already specified goals for
student achievement (as required in most grant applications), and have also decided on
one or more comprehensive strategies for reaching their goal. Once this preliminary
planning work has been done, the school will be in a position to draw upon the
information presented in this section.

E‘g;‘g"t’;ﬁaﬁgfggtow 29 IMPLEMENTATION EVALUATION
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e Nurturing commitment on the part of teachers, preferably by involving them from
the beginning in discussions of what and how to change.

¢ Providing adequate resources, including funds, materials, and—most
importantly—time for teachers to learn, practice, reflect, discuss, observe,
evaluate, and assimilate.

e Scheduling ongoing professional development for teachers, not just a one-shot
training workshop at the beginning of implementation. Training and coaching
should be ongoing and should support the change of classroom practice.

e Promoting collaboration among teachers so they can learn from each other and
help each other work through the most difficult aspects of change.

e Exerting pressure on teachers who are resistant to change and developing
approaches that channel resistance into productive dialogue. To prevent
resentment and passive resistance, this pressure must be counterbalanced by
continuous support.

e Enabling staff to try new and messy changes by allowing them to make mistakes
and expecting them to make mid-course adjustments.

¢ Involving parents and community members in the reform process.
¢ Ensuring that school and district leaders support the change in word and deed.
e Minimizing conflicts with other innovations, programs, and policies.

¢ Incorporating successful innovations into district policy and budgets so that they
will outlast the inevitable departure of key leaders.

The degree and depth of implementation evaluation a school is able to undertake depends
on two pragmatic factors: amount of funding and access to data. -

Implementation evaluation is very time intensive and therefore costly. Still, it is essential.
Schools must be careful not to become too focused on end results, to the detriment of
ongoing measures of implementation. These measures, while they can be expensive, are
critical to achieving the long-term results schools seek.

Besides being constrained by funding limits, evaluators may be limited by geography. If

the evaluation is being conducted at a distance, evaluators may have limited capacity to
collect onsite data.

ggfg;"t’;s;aﬁgfggm 30 37 IMPLEMENTATION EVALUATION
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Preparation for Evaluation

This section describes concrete ways evaluators can get school staff more engaged in the
process of posing evaluation questions and identifying how data will affect program
implementation. In implementation evaluation, evaluators are advised to follow these
steps:

Step 1: Connect with the entire staff as early as possible to orient them to evaluation
issues. The primary source of information for implementation evaluation is likely to be
front-line staff—those who are working to put this program into place. Since these
individuals will be supplying information, it is crucial that they understand the purpose of

evaluation and are willing to help collect data. Evaluators
need to make sure that all participants are informative and [| Priorities of the preparatory
cooperative. If the evaluator already has the trust of the | work are:

staff, the evaluator may want to proceed to Step 2. If not, «  Addressing staff

we suggest that the evaluator consider doing some ; misunderstandings
preparatory work (described below) to ensure that staff are about program

able and willing to cooperate fully and provide the best evaluation
information possible. ‘| » Getting staff connected

to the evaluation work

. . so that they can
Evaluators need to address any misunderstandings or barticipate in question

reservat.ions staff may hold abouF the process of evaluation. generation and data
The project evaluator who effectively addresses personal | collection
concerns about evaluation will be able to secure better :

data. Issues that often crop up are:

o Staff equate program evaluation with personnel evaluation. When a program is
being evaluated, staff can take this very personally. They may feel that it is they
who are being critiqued. Usually, this puts them on the defensive. One way to
address this is to explain the difference between studying individual performance
and examining the complex system in which a program operates. Individuals
operating alone in a complex system have limited power to make change happen.
The evaluator can help the staff understand that for any program to work, all
people involved need to get beyond whose fault it is and join together to address
the big issues.

o Some staff believe that evaluation data are used exclusively to decide if a program
will be refunded. Naturally, they are reluctant to reveal any problems, concermns,
or weaknesses if they think that making such information public will mean the
elimination of program funds. Staff need to understand that the purpose of
implementation evaluation is program improvement, not funding decisionmaking.

o Staff may believe that evaluation needs to be done by an impartial observer. They
may think they should keep their distance to avoid “contaminating” the data. The
evaluator needs to stress the importance of staff involvement and participation in
evaluation.

ggﬁ::{;?;ﬁg‘t‘:gfa'mw 31 13 IMPLEMENTATION EVALUATION
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¢ Evaluators can share their own role and function. For example, they may
empbhasize that evaluation, like teaching, is a helping profession whose goal is to
improve learning.

Bl There are several issues about the Research hgs shown that staff cooperation and

i evaluation process that should be understanding helps a school use formative

| clarified with program staff. The evaluation to improve its implementation of
intention is to raise staff awareness comprehensive reform. To make that happen, the

§ of the usefulness and power of the
f| evaluation work being done at this
g school.

following points about evaluation need to be
explained at staff meetings:

(1) Evaluation needs to be planned early. The eatlier the data are collected, the more
likely those data can be used during the course of the program.

(2) The evaluation must include multiple perspectives. Rather than work in isolation, the
evaluation needs to include ideas from school staff, from the district offices, and
from the reform model trainers working with the school.

(3) This program does not operate in isolation from the larger context of the school. To
ensure that the evaluation tackles the background or contextual issues, the evaluation
process needs to examine the supportiveness of school culture and district policies
for schoolwide reform. Staff need to be aware that evaluation work may include
reviews of other programs in the school to see where and how multiple programs
overlap.

(4) The evaluation will be looking at how staff development gets incorporated into
classroom instruction and management. This will mean classroom visits to monitor
and assess program implementation. Those working on the evaluation should
reassure staff that data about the work of individual teachers will be kept
confidential. They should also stress that different rates of implementation across
classrooms are natural.

(5) Feedback from data collected will be provided to school staff as quickly as possible.

(6) The same data will be collected repeatedly so that the school can assess progress.
This-means that when the school selects a data collection tool, it is making a
commitment to use that instrument several times—either during the school year or
for several years in a row. With this in mind, instrument selection needs to be done
carefully and thoughtfully.

(7) Much can be learned when school progress is compared to other reform efforts or
national norms. To make such comparisons, schools may need to acquire measures
that have been used in other settings.

39
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Step 2: Use staff meetings to initiate data collection and to promote ongoing dialogue
about evaluation. As evaluation concepts are introduced at staff meetings, staff can also
begin to collect data about staff attitudes and beliefs. Four ideas for doing this are
provided in the “Presenter’s Guide and Training Materials.” These activities can be used
to spark staff conversations about the reform model. They also help evaluation planners
understand the overall context for program implementation. The questions outlined in
each activity can be adapted to each site and used to collect formative evaluation
evidence from staff. :

The evaluator can demonstrate possible pitfalls in

Pl The RAND study found that:

implementation by citing the results from the. 1
recent RAND evaluation (Bodily, 1998), which 3l « Only 57 percent of the teachers
documented a number of schools’ efforts at g could identify which model was

~ schoolwide reform. The study focused on the : being used in their school .
Cincinnati School District, where three different { © 2/ percent felt they could explain the

. h model's philosophy to others
models were implemented and supported by the S
. . i percent were unclear about
district. When teachprs were surveye;d at the end of 1 success criteria (how their new
Year One about their new program, it was clear program would be judged)
that many teachers who were supposed to be 1| « 38 percent felt that lack of success
implementing the model were still uncertain about | would lead to termination of the
the work they were doing. program
If the school had known about teachers’ lack of || ® 22 percent felt that their personal
knowledge earlier in the year, they would have 3 efforts would affect the success of
been able to remedy some of these implementation | the design .
issues. This is where implementation evaluation , ° fzrgrﬁet;‘c:gtezzﬂ t(r\:v?t);]ir:]agesr:;?r)]/ed
can be helpful. 3 designs, this was as high as 53
3 percent)

Step 3: Discuss the way program implementation L

e e T L U o e

is likely to happen in schools. 1t is at this point
that the evaluation identifies key components of the selected model along with an

"expected time line for the process to take hold in the school. Research with schools that
have put comprehensive efforts into place has shown that one of the major roadblocks to
the success of any program is getting the program widely and consistently used by staff
around the school.

But before the evaluator can begin to collect information about implementation, the
school will benefit from some common understandings about the stages staff typically go
through to implement a new program. This discussion is likely to be most productive
when adoption of the new approach is grounded in a research-based theoretical
framework—that is, a vocabulary or set of terms to promote dialogue about evaluation.
Using a framework increases communication about both evaluation and implementation.
One framework that works well is the Levels of Use framework developed by Shirley
Hord and her colleagues at (Hord, Rutherford, Huling-Austin, & Hall, 1981). This can be
introduced to the staff using transparencies #2 and #3 to present Levels of Use Related to
Instructional Implementation.
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Preparation
Renewal

echanical Us
Integratlon

From Taking Charge of Change by Shirley
M. Hord, William Rutherford, Leslie Huling-
Austin, and Gene E. Hall

Figure 1. Levels of Use Related to Instructional Implementation

The levels of use Hord describes are as follows:

Non Use: Teacher has little or no knowledge of the new approaches, no involvement with it,
and is doing nothing toward becoming involved.

Orientation: Teacher is acquiring information about the new approach and/or has explored
‘its value and its orientation, what it will require.

Preparation: Teacher is preparing for first use of the innovation.

Mechanical use: Teacher starts to use the new approach but focuses her or his effort on the
short-term, day-to-day use of the innovation W|th little time for reflection; use is disjointed and
superficial.

Routine: Teacher use is stabilized. Few if any changes are-being made in ongoing use.
Teacher no longer needs to prepare or give additional thought to use this approach. Time is
not spent improving the approach or identifying its consequences.

Refinement: Teacher varies the approach to increase impact. Teacher examines both short-
and long-term consequences to learn more about what works best. Use of this approach is
based on input from (and in coordination with) colleagues. It is at this point that the primary
focus becomes benefiting students.

v St s oty T OGN TN 2 W R S A e v e T
Aol R Ak R R it R A heast T

Integration: Teacher uses approach with related activities to achieve a collective impact on
students. Teachers explore major modifications of the approach to ensure maximum benefit.

L T T ST L N
it a8 8T

Renewal: User moves toward a new approach.
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Developing Evaluation Questions

Once the preparatory work is done, schools should consider what kinds of information
will help ensure complete program implementation. To do that, schools need to learn
more about existing conditions at the school. They should collect baseline information
that paints a clear picture of the pace and scope of change taking place in the school.

Review Existing Data

Those working on evaluation should start with a review of descriptive information about
the school. This would include brief descriptions of program participants; an overview of
the plan and goals for the comprehensive program; and contextual information. This
information can usually be pulled from a grant application, but it may need updating and
further specification.

Decide What Additional Data to Collect

At this point, schools will begin developing research questions. The questions are written
for two purposes: first, to explore concerns or issues, and second, to confirm hypotheses
or troubleshoot problems. There is no set of generic questions that will work for all
programs. Unique questions need to be written for each program to focus the data
collection on:

e The type of program being implemented
e What the school is trying to accomplish
‘e Specific contextual issues facing the school -
While there are no magical questions that will work in all situations, there are criteria that

can be applied to determine if the questions chosen will be useful in guiding the
evaluation design. Questions should be:

o C(lear
e Specific
e Pertinent to essential aspects or components of implementation of this program

e Focused on a manageable set of issues
)

The wording of these questions is a very important part of the process of designing an
evaluation. How these questions are stated will have implications for the kinds of data

) that will be collected, the sources of the data, and the analyses that will be done on the
data. Ultimately, the way the questions are worded will affect the kinds of conclusions
that can be drawn about the program.
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Here is an example. Suppose the evaluation is slated to find out how clear the new
program is to teachers. This issue of clarity can be addressed in several different
evaluation questions. Here are two possible question formulations:

e Do the participating teachers have a clear understanding of the purpose and goals

of the program?

e Have criteria been established to determine if the program is clear enough to the
teachers so that they can implement it?

l How questions are generated is
B very important. Schools should
§i carefully consider who should be
§| involved and what resources they

should use. Without a doubt, the
best evaluation work is done when

{ multiple perspectives are taken

into account. While staff may
formulate a set of initial questions,
many other stakeholders should

5| have an opportunity to provide
i input. This will increase ownership

and participation in the evaluation

t] and increase the likelihood that

Depending on which of these questions is chosen,
the data collection approach differs dramatically.
For question #1, the evaluator would collect data
from the teachers themselves to determine their
understanding. But with question #2, the
evaluator would be more likely to turn to the
program developer and to written documentation
for information.

One strategy is to interview program staff and
then use their input to propose several evaluation
questions for staff review. Another approach is to
hold a meeting with staff to talk about the work
that will be done throughout the school and then

| evaluation results are used. ask the staff to list their concerns about the

program. This information can then be shaped
into evaluation questions.

Implementation evaluation questions might look like these:

e Are staff members knowledgeable about comprehensive changes required by the
reform model being implemented?

¢ Do staff members demonstrate a commitment to the needed training?
e Is the program being implemented as it was designed?

e Are staff using the new instructional practices that were taught to them during
inservices?

Remember that evidence for the evaluation can take many forms, but that the data
collected must be relevant to program improvement decisions. Evaluators should ask
themselves, “If staff knew the answer to this specific question, how could or would they
act with this information?” Certain types of information, while interesting, may not help
the staff to make changes. So the useful rule of thumb is to determine which data are
most needed to correct or fine-tune a program.

Because comprehensive reform is complex, it is important not to narrow down the data
collection too early. Also, it is best to save all data collected. While some data may not
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seem immediately relevant, new issues may emerge during the course of the analysis
phase, or program priorities may change.

Planning the Evaluation
In planning the evaluation, steps to follow are: |

Step 1: Work closely with the planning team and with the professional developers who
are presenting training related to the school’s comprehensive model. Knowing what
staff will be learning and when they will be learning it is a crucial part of the
implementation evaluation. In addition to the actual staff development days, there may be
follow-up meetings and/or a series of benchmarks that establish the time line for
implementation. Staff need to be intimately familiar with this schedule and to use this
information in evaluation design and measurement selection.

From the beginning, the evaluation needs to be structured around the:

e Schedule of training events

e Key information that will be provided at each professional development event or
meeting

. Likely stages of implementation (including information about typical variability
" among the staff in the pace of

implementation)
. | Professional developers are often
Once this information has been gathered, itis || excellent sources of detailed information
time to sketch out the data collection design.  [-| aboutimplementation of their model. They

can provide information about other

. . . , ¥ hools’ i ith th del
Step 2: Design a matrix that lists the kinds of | :goﬂ? Srgl;z(:;e?hcaetsmvgy cro% TS . _?haer;d

data that would answer the research | can describe program idiosyncrasies,
questions and that pinpoints the best time to such as whether teachers in certain grade
collect each kind of data. There are several levels are most likely to implement the
things to consider in the design of the matrix: program, whether certain trainings need
(1) how to ensure that you have adequate repetition and supp9rt before teachers will
. . . : adopt the approach; or what level of staff
lnfomlatlon, (2) hOW data COllectlon Wlll be preparedness and SuppOrt is needed for
conducted, (3) and when and where the data full implementation. A conversation with
collection activities will occur. One of your the professional development team can
goals will be to gather data from enough provide solid background for the

sources to provide balanced information.

v

T AT YT

evaluation plan.

F.w-“b,, ol

This is the time to consider a variety of data gathering strategies. To identify the most
important data, pragmatic considerations are:

e The value these data have as evidence

e The cost to collect them
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e The amount of intrusion into school routines
e Any ethical considerations or constraints being placed on the evaluation
There are other considerations as well. One is how to communicate information about the

evaluation to all who are participating. Duration of data collection, as well as coding and
storage of data, are other concerns that will affect staff and program design.

Once it is complete, the matrix will serve as a visual representation of the evaluation
design. It can serve as both road map (to show where the evaluation is headed) and time

- line (to keep the evaluation on schedule).

Step 3: Select tools that will provide you with answers to your evaluation questions. Be
sure to consider a variety of data collection tools. In the selection of data collection
tools, staff who are gathering data should keep several considerations in mind. These are:

e Balance
e Validity and reliability

e Participant perceptions

It is often cost-effective to use preexisting instruments. These should be reviewed to
make sure they are relevant to the school’s needs.

To ensure unambiguous interpretation of data, it is important to pretest the items—that is,
try them out with a number of staff members. Questions should elicit complete answers
that directly address the questions you want answered.

To ensure practicality of design, schedule time not only for the data collection but also
for the analyses and reporting of data. A general rule of thumb is that it takes one and a
half to two times as much time to analyze the data as it does to collect them. It is also
important to choose approaches that are simple enough to complete within the time
available. If the evaluation has four days of data collection time available, for example, it
will be impossible to schedule three days of interviews along with two days of focus-
group meetings.

45
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| Throughout these early stages of implementation evaluation, evaluators should keep the

following key points in mind: -

{‘ (1) Encourage continuous reflection and thinking about the reform process.

(2) Recognize there is no one-size-fits-all comprehensive reform model. Help staff realize that
any reform model needs to be adapted for use at each school, and that input from staff is
imperative. To ensure that progress is made, evaluation planning needs to include a time
line of events or activities as well as a description of what teachers are expected to
implement during the year.

4 (3) Inform the staff that for a school reform effort to be comprehensive, it needs full

participation from a broad base of school community members. Including a greater
number of stakeholders in evaluation planning encourages greater participation in the
reform.

i (4) Include professional development that encourages staff to become more thoughtful and

more aware of underlying change mechanisms.

NI e e R N R o o — s

Collecting Evaluation Data

Data collection can include information about many components of a comprehensive
program such as:

e Professional development activities
¢ Parental involvement

e External technical support and assistance

When collecting data, staff need to accurately record what they see and hear and avoid
making judgments. They should concentrate on recording observations or conversations
in an objective way. To capture the information as cleanly as possible, evaluation needs
to include the development of data collection guides—forms providing questions and
space for notes—where verbatim notes from interviews or classroom activities can be
recorded.

Data collectors should encourage reflective thinking by:
e Using wait time
e Keeping good eye contact
e - Asking staff to explain their comments or to provide specific examples or

anecdotes

Bias is always an issue in data collection. Bias can happen in two basic ways: first, the
evaluation is unduly influenced by, disrupts, or threatens ongoing social and institutional
relationships; and second, the informants appear helpful but are withholding or shaping
information to protect their own self-interest. To avoid getting a biased view of the
program, data collectors need to randomly select individuals to interview or observe
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within key groups. For example, one key aspect (variable) under study might be grade
levels. To avoid bias by asking for volunteers, and at the same time to ensure that each
grade level is represented, the evaluation design should call for the random selection of
one teacher from each grade level.

Avoiding Bias
To avoid bias during data collection:

(1) Use unobtrusive measures whenever possible.

(2) Make sure the purpose is completely clear to informants. Make certain they have a
copy of your research questions, remind them why the evaluation is being done, and
tell them what you will do with the information. This builds trust.

(3) Include dissidents and “cranks” to achieve a balanced picture.

(4) Triangulate (checking your research question(s) against other already validated
measures) with several collection methods.

(5) If you sense you are being misled, focus on why.
(6) Show field notes to an outside reader (without breaking confidentiality)

(7) Keep your research questions firmly in mind.

Analyzing and Interpreting the Data

Once the data have been collected, school staff must make sense of them. Meaning will
emerge from analysis that is both systematic and thoughtful. During the evaluation, staff
must blend their technical skills to organize data quantitatively with their intuitive skills
to tease out the messages that may lie hidden behind the responses of individuals.

While the choice of analysis method depends on the type of information and the purpose
of the analysis, data analysis usually starts with descriptive information of either a
quantitative (percentages, averages) or qualitative (description of themes that emerge
from the reader’s point of view) nature. '

It’s best to organize the data for each research question separately. This ensures that data
to address one question can be examined without contamination from data to address
other questions. By looking at all the data related to one question, data analyzers can
determine if the data support one conclusion, or if in fact there are various perspectives.
When reviewing the data, the evaluation should look at the “big picture,” as well as
smaller themes that surface. Once the data have been examined for each question, the
analysis should expand its focus to include the full data collection. The staff may then
begin to see a pattern of issues that touch multiple aspects of the program.
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The next question to ask is: What do these data say about the next steps the program
should undertake? Knowing what decisions are to be made and by whom will help
determine the best way to conduct a secondary analysis of the data. If, for example, the
school wants to know how much time a teacher needs to cover certain material, the data
might be broken down to one classroom period. If the school wants to know whether
teachers are adapting program components to meet the needs of a specific group of
students, data can be disaggregated to isolate findings for that group.

f| Reviewing the data and generating hypotheses about what it says may be the job of a small
8 group. But getting a complete understanding of the underlying meaning often becomes a whole-
i group task. Interpretation of the data benefits from review by those who spend their days
1 implementing the program. Group input provides multiple perspectives while providing
. immediate feedback to a large number of stakeholders. When staff work with the data, they
] become familiar and comfortable with it. Making it more accessible to staff increases the

R B T S Y |
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likelihood it will be applied.

b

Reporting the Data

Stopping with the collection and analysis of the data leaves important work unfinished.
Detailed evaluation reports that sit on bookshelves gathering dust do not make a
significant contribution to program improvement. The goal is to accurately portray the
results in a thoughtful and meaningful way, without getting too long-winded. In the case
of implementation evaluation, the need to summarize results and help staff interpret the
data is of utmost importance. '

The report should reflect the concerns of the audience. What are they worried about?
What information do they need to tackle their most pressing concemns? The information
should be presented in language the audience can relate to and understand.

School staffs are most likely to use the findings if:

e They have been closely associated with the evaluation effort

e They have a longstanding commitment to the use of data

e Conclusions are presented in a straightforward, understandable way
e They receive the data at the time that they need them

e Evaluators share their ideas in draft form, solicit feedback, and make revisions

Timing is also vital here. Those preparing a report need to know the program schedule.
For example, when will the planners hold their meetings? When will staff development
take place? Reports should provide enough detail to enable the staff to make mid-course
corrections. The evaluation reporting cannot wait until the end of a year or the
completion of the project.

The number and type of groups that will receive the information are also crucial
considerations. Ideally, findings need to be shared with anyone who participates in this
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program. Whenever possible, information should go to staff, students, parents, and the
community. Sometimes it is useful to share information in several formats for the
different audiences. There are a number of ways to present findings, the most common
being a written report. Such reports can vary greatly in style, depending on the audience.
Style options include journalistic summary, dialogue, testimony, question and answer, or
scenario. Certain kinds of data may best be presented in a graph or chart, case studies,
panel discussions, or simulations.

Presentation method and style should be tailored to the audience and their intentions—
that is, who will receive the report and how they will use it. While the formal report may
take longer, a draft of several key findings could be completed and distributed very
quickly. For some audiences, small segments of findings doled out a bit at a time or a
streamlined version of overall findings may suffice. But those who are working to
implement the comprehensive program will benefit most from a report that is rich in
descriptive detail.

If possible, the written report should include comments and quotes from staff and/or
students. Teachers are often more engaged with data that reflect the words and thoughts
of actual people. Staff or student comments lend credibility to the findings and give the
information a human dimension.

In addition to delivering a written report, staff often need to present evaluation findings at a
school or community meeting. To make the presentation of the data more accessible to the
school staff, the presenter should:

e Try to talk with, not at, the audience.

¢ Use conversational language and avoid technical words.

e Present the data in creative formats that will engage the audience. Use graphs and
charts to make the presentation of information as visual as possible.

e Punctuate the presentation with audience questions to elicit program implementers’
thoughts. .

¢ Get the audience involved by giving them a brief warm-up activity.

* Place nothing between presenter and audience. Don't stand behind a lectern. If
possible, mingle with the audience.

e Use the names of the staff whenever possible, and enéourage them to reciprocate.
«  Smile and look relaxed.
. Use humor whenever possible.

e Use personal anecdotes and stories. They give the audience something to relate to
and bring the presentation down to earth.

49
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Using Data to Make Program Improvements

To ensure that the data will be used, the evaluation process should facilitate discussion
with decisionmakers about the steps they will take to put the data into action. These ideas
should be included in a school improvement plan that lays out strategies to strengthen
instructional practices. The plan should be clear about what teachers are expected to do;
include activities that are an integral part of daily instruction for all teachers; and ensure
that teachers have or develop the skills to implement changes.

Once the leadership team or a steering committee has the data in hand, they should take
these steps:

e Review the strategies and action steps that were originally proposed in your grant
application or school improvement plan. Identify who was responsible for
implementation and ascertain how far along the school was supposed to be at the
time of data collection.

e Use the data to identify the parts of the plan or programs that are not being
implemented and other challenges facing staff.

e Make sure staff are aware of the findings and then ask what else could be done to
help your school make changes.

e With staff input, determine what additional training is needed to improve the
implementation process. Decide what kind of staff development can get this
done.

e Determine if new materials are needed and how they will be purchased or
developed.

e Determine how to provide ongoing support to sustain implementation of the plan.

e Determine what added resources are needed to implement the revised
improvement plan and how they will be obtained.

e Reestablish responsibilities and time lines needed to implement the revised plan.

e Communicate what has been incorporated into the plan to all staff and ask all staff
to take action.

e Review the implementation evaluation design. Make changes as needed to gather
data reflecting the modifications.
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Summary

Strong implementation evaluation can create a dynamic interaction between two
diametrically opposed groups: those who are working to get a new program in place and
those who are resisting or struggling. Formative evaluation data can open the lines of
communication between these two groups.

At the same time, the process of implementation evaluation is often paradoxical for the
evaluator. At this stage of the process, those doing the evaluation need to be both leaders
and followers—to ask leading questions sometimes, while following the lead of the
program designers at other times. Evaluators can be insiders, working closely with those
who are implementing the comprehensive program, or outsiders, impartially observing
changes. In some interactions the evaluation process needs to be highly visible, share
important information and explain the data. But in other venues, the process needs to be
genuinely invisible, quietly watching. Those collecting data need to be equally
comfortable dealing with those in authority and those who have very little formal power.
They must recognize that comprehensive programs need the input of both groups if they
are to succeed.

ol
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Instructions for Implementation Evaluation Transparencies

The transparencies in the overview section provide background information on the issue
of formative or implementation evaluation, including an outline of the purpose of this
type of evaluation (#1), comparisons of formative and summative evaluation (#2), and
generic formative evaluation questions ( #8). Each transparency in this section discusses
issues that arise early in the evaluation process as formative evaluation design is being
generated.

Transparency #1

- Provides some sample evaluation questions—ones that might be developed early in the
process of comprehensive reform.

Transparency #2

Outlines several areas of misunderstanding that staff can have about the evaluation
process. Because these can undermine data collection during formative evaluation, the
evaluator might use this transparency to initiate a brief discussion with staff to clarify any
misconceptions.

Transparency #3

Lists advice to those who will be planning and conducting implementation evaluation for
a comprehensive program.

Transparency #4

Summarizes the Levels of Use framework which shows that staff move though a number
of phases before they can effectively use a new approach. However, their progression
through these levels of use is not uniform, and without support many of the staff will not
make it all the way around the circle. Many staff struggle with the mechanical use of a
new program. Then, because they lack additional support and encouragement, they drift
into routine use of the approach. Explain to the group that it is really in the refinement
phase of implementation that student benefits are noted. (The handout on the Levels of
Use provides a brief description of each of the various levels.)

Transparency #5

', Explain that interview questions such as the ones on the lines shown on this transparency
can be used to determine where a staff is in relation to its use of a new approach.

Transparency #6

This transparency is meant to accompany the handout on program components, so that
the presenter can explain the structure of this type of data summary. A unique matrix for
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each comprehensive program is developed by working closely with the program staff to
identify the key components to be implemented. Following the development of the list of
essential program components, data on how completely each component is being
implemented by each teacher in the school are gathered via interviews and observations.
When all data are collected, the pattern of implementation for the whole school is
displayed in the matrix as illustrated in the handout. (This handout displays findings for
10 teachers in the building). When showing this transparency, the presenter needs to
explain that this transparency only shows the findings for the first component. In this
row, each one of the asterisks represents the current level of implementation of one
teacher in the building. This particular pattern shows that one of the 10 teachers has not
yet rearranged the classroom (the first essential component of the program), and one of
the teachers has progressed to the point of refining the process of classroom
rearrangement to maximize effectiveness. The implementation level of the remaining
eight teachers is somewhere in between.

Transparency #7

- This transparency outlines a number of factors that have been shown to interfere with

program implementation.

Transparencies #8 and #9

These two transparencies list a number of sources of data for the implementation
evaluation.

Transparency #10

Provides additional explanation of the types of questionnaires or interview data that could
be collected
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Instructions for Handouts
Handout #1: Levels of Use About Instructional Implementation

This handout provides a concise list of the Levels of Use, which characterizes the
implementation and innovation. Staff start at level 0, where they have no knowledge of
the changes they are being asked to make in a comprehensive reform model, and then
proceed through the orientation and preparation levels. When staff first begin to use a
new instructional approach in the classroom, they are entering the mechanical-use stage
where they need both feedback and support. If these are not provided, staff may continue

'to use the new instructional approach but will slip into routine use. When using the
innovation in a routine way, staff are less likely to get the full benefit of the new
approach. Ideally, staff need to be helped to move to the refinement level, where they
make adjustments that provide the greatest benefit to the students.

Handout #2: Program Components

This handout illustrates how the Levels of Use can be used in program evaluation. The
evaluator needs to identify the key components of the comprehensive reform model that
are to be implemented at this site and list these on a form like this. Then, by interviewing
the teachers at the school (using questions like the ones displayed on transparency #5),
the evaluator can assess how far along the various members in the staff are in putting
these new practices into place. The information gathered can be displayed on a grid like
the one in this handout without violating confidentiality. For example, this handout
demonstrates that all 10 teachers in this school are mechanically preparing their units
collaboratively. However, when it comes to another program component (instruction is
resequenced to match assessment expectations), two of the 20 staff (20%) are at the
refinement phase (making adjustment in the classroom) and the remaining 80% of the
teachers are struggling at the mechanical use level, with 60% just beginning mechanical
use and another 20% reaching more advanced levels in their application of this approach.
The purpose of a chart like this is to demonstrate progress toward implementation and to
illustrate specific areas where additional support or staff development are needed. For
example, the data on this handout demonstrate that staff probably do not need added
training on rearranging their classroom.

Handout # 3: Documentatioh of Implementation Interference

This handout illustrates how an evaluator can record various events in the school that have an
impact on implementation. The first column of this matrix lists a number of general areas where
issues can arise that interfere with comprehensive reform. Evaluators are likely to learn of these
issues during interviews with staff or visits to the school. In the second and third columns, the
evaluator would list the specific problem that was noted in the general area and the source of that
information, along with the date that the concern was noted. This matrix can be shared with the
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program staff periodically as a way to determine if the interfering factors are being addressed.
Program staff can be asked to indicate if they are aware of these issues and, if so, how the concerns
are being addressed. New data should be gathered in the same way as the old data to determine if
barriers are coming down. All of this information can be recorded succinctly on a chart like the
one in the handout.

97
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Small-Group Activities

Each small-group activity is designed to reinforce or stimulate the discussion on a
particular topic or concept. It could be conducted prior to or following the discussion. If it
is done prior to the discussion, the topic should be briefly introduced before the A
discussion. As a presenter, you should guide the participants through the activity and then
lead an interactive discussion of the results of the groups’ work, drawing from the
contents of the guidebook as appropriate to reinforce and/or enrich the discussion.

The smaii-group activity can also be provided following a more detailed discussion of the
topic. In this case, the activity provides a way for the participants to apply what they have
learned in the presentation and discussion.

Divide the audience into groups of about five people. The group can consist of members
of a school team or just participants selected by various means to form a group.

As the evaluator introduces evaluation concepts to the staff, he or she can also begin to
collect data about staff attitudes and beliefs. Four ideas for doing this are in this section.
These activities can be used to spark staff conversations about the reform model and to
help the evaluation planners understand the context for program implementation. The
questions can be adapted to each site and used to collect formative evaluation evidence
from staff. Once adapted, such questions can be used during interviews or during staff
meetings. Following the activity, refer the participants to parts of the guidebook which
discuss evaluation models and data collection (for instance, the data collection matrix).
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Small-Group Activity #1

Staff input is also helpful in identifying site-specific issues related to the comprehensive
nature of a program. To gather data about a program, the evaluator can encourage staff to
discuss the benefits and limitations of the new program from their own perspectives. Staff
meeting time can be used to get people to talk about the model they are adopting:

e What is the strongest feature of the model that you have chosen? What makes it
strong? How will you know that it is having the desired impact?

e What is the weakest feature? How can you strengthen its impact?

39
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Small-Group Activity #2

After staff have participated in professional development in which key components of the
new model are revealed to the staff, the evaluator can conduct staff interviews to answer
such questions as:

e How does this work connect with other work underway in the school? How much
do programs overlap? How much will this overlap impact implementation? Is
staff trying to implement several programs simultaneously?

¢ How much innovation and change does this reform expect of staff?

How much does the project depend on help and support from outside the school?

*  From trainers?

*  From community members?

From students? (Attendance or willingness to put in extra effort?)
From outside funding? (This is related to project sustainability)

Northwest Regional
l: l{l{c Educational Laboratory 55 IMPLEMENTATION EVALUATION




Instructions to the Presenter —Implementation Evaluation Section
Evaluating Whole-School Reform Efforts:
A Guide for District and School Staff

Small-Group Activity #3

When conducting an evaluation for a comprehensive program, the evaluator needs to
determine if some aspects of the system limit progress. To identify what might slow
down program implementation, the evaluators can start zeroing in on this information
early in the process. To help secure information about systemic issues, the evaluator can
ask staff about systemic barriers that prevent program implementation.

To do so, the evaluator might ask the staff to fill in the lines below:

What parts of the system (school, district, state, or community) might limit the school
from using this new approach? List those limitations on the lines a through d below. Then
rate the seriousness of these limitations on a 1 to 5 scale:

1= least serious 5= most serious

" a. School barriers 12 3 45
b. District barriers 12345
c. State barriers . 12345
d. Community barriers 12345
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Instructions to the Presenter —implementation Evaluation Section
Evaluating Whole-School Reform Efforts:
A Guide for District and School Staff

Small Group Activity #4

This activity is designed to be used as the model is being implemented. The evaluator can
ask each individual in the group to complete his or her own personal rating on these items
and then to work in small groups to reach consensus.

To introduce this activity, the evaluator can tell the school staff that reform models work
best in situations that have open lines of communication. This enables consistent
implementation of the key elements of any reform model. Because it is difficult for any
model to get all staff to “buy in” to the project, it is helpful to get staff perspectives as the
model is being implemented. This activity will be asking staff to help improve the work
of the school by critiquing and rating the work in progress.

Ask ali participants to rate (on a 1-5 scale) how weli they believe the school is doing in
certain areas—such as:

Rate on this 1-5 scale 1=doing poorly 5= doing well

¢ Being clear about what the end result of the program
will be for students. 12345

¢ Promoting teamwork and opportunities for staff to
learn from one another 12345

e Having a shared vision about how the new program

will operate 12345
¢ Knowing the role of each staff member in the project 12345
¢ Having all staff use the same instructional practices 12345

Once everyone has done their ratings individually, take 10 minutes of the staff meeting
time to form small groups, asking staff to compare their ratings with one another and to
discuss how they will know that they have achieved these various expectations for the
project.

\ Northwest Regional
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VL.

Handout — Implementation Evaluation Section
Evaluating Whole-School Reform Efforts:
A Guide for District and School Staff

Handout: Levels of Use About Instructional Implementation

Non Use
Teacher has little or no knowledge of the new approaches, no 1nvolvement with it,

and is doing nothing toward becoming involved.

Orientation ’
Teacher is acquiring information about the new approach and/or has explored its

value and its orientation, what it will require.

Preparation
Teacher is preparing for first use of the innovation.

Mechanical use ’

Teacher starts to use the new approach, but focuses his or her effort on the short-
term, day-to-day use of the innovation with little time for reflection; use is
disjointed and superficial.

Routine

Teacher use is stabilized. Few if any changes are being made in ongoing use.
Teacher no longer needs to prepare or give additional thought to use this
approach. Time is not spent improving the approach or identifying its
consequences.

Refinement . :

Teacher varies the approach to increase the impact. Teacher examines both short-
and long-term consequences to learn more about what works best. Use of this
approach is based on input from (and in coordination with) colleagues. It is at this
point that the primary focus becomes benefiting students.

Integration

Teacher uses approach with related activities to achieve a collective impact on
students. Teachers explore major modifications of the approach to ensure -
maximum benefit.

Renewal
User moves toward a new approach.

From Taking Charge of Change, Shirley M. Hord, William Rutherford, Leslie Huling-
Austin and Gene E. Hall

55 Implementation Evaluation #1
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Handout — Implementation Evaluation Section
Evaluating Whole-School Reform Efforts:
A Guide for District and School Staff

Program Components

[
S
O S <
5 7 23
m Z &0
za = z &
ol O m o > m
& O Hw o <»n
o =P age)
0 1 2 3 4 S
(1) Classroom arrangements have been made : 90% 10%
to facilitate implementation wrkk ok
ke ok ok ok %k
(2) Classroom environment assessed to 60%
determine who will facilitate 20% 20%  **
implementation ** *k
% sk ok %k
(3) Teacher knowledge of students’ interest **60% 20% | 10% 10%
guides program design ** * *
’ skok ok
(4) Teachers prepare units in collaboration 100%
with others at their grade level kK
ok sk 3k sk %k
(5) Basic skills integrated into instruction ** 60% | 40%
kK% % ok ok
(6) Picture books are used as recommended 10% 30% 40% 20%
* sk %k % sk ok %k ok
(7) Students assess their own learning 10% 10%  **40% | 30% 10%
% %k ke ok % *
(8) Instruction is resequenced to match with 60% 20% | 20%
assessment expectations ok
ke ok ok %k % % ok

8
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Handout — Implementation Evaluation Section
Evaluating Whole-School Reform Efforts:
A Guide for District and School Staff

Documentation of Implementation Interference

Issue

Specific Information Date | How was concern Improvement
Data Source - Noted | addressed? noted?

Finances

) Coordinators’ time cut back
because of limited funds
Examining budget records

Leadership

¢ Principal does not act like he
or she values the program,;
does not attend staff
development, says:little to

staff

Meeting observation

Commitment

¢ No pressure for commitment;
teachers can choose to
implement program at
whatever level they wish
Teacher interviews

Political Issues

¢ Administrators make
decisions based upon
political pressure

Interviews
Group Conflicts | e Staff diversity causes internal
conflicts
Facilities ¢ Building cannot be upgraded
to allow technology needed
for program implementation
Management/ ¢ Communication within the
Communication/ site is dysfunctional
Scheduling e Staff reschedule students
throughout the year
877 |
Implementation Evaluation #3
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Evaluating Whole-School Reform Efforts:
A Guide for District and School Staff

IMPACT EVALUATION

This section of the guidebook addresses the question of whether the intervention (in this
case, the implementation of a particular school reform model or approach) has made a
difference at the school. For example, has it changed any school policy and practice?
Strengthened instructional strategies? Improved student achievement? Has it contributed
to the ultimate goal of providing opportunities to all students to meet to high standards?

It is common practice to use the terms outcome and impact interchangeably. In this
section, we make a distinction between the two words. Outcomes will be used to refer to
any results or consequences of an intervention—in this case,
a whole-school reform effort. Impact is a particular type of  [] The ultimate outcome we
outcomes. It refers to the ultimate results or outcomes. In | are looking for is

the case of whole-school reform, we are really talking about improved student

results for students. For example, a whole-sc}'lool' reform ; giggg’;?: gzéjr.'e ct areas,
effort can and usually does improve communication among || attitudes, and behavior.
the faculty and school administrators. It may also increase
parental involvement with school activities. These are
certainly desired outcomes. However, the ultimate outcome we are looking for is
improved student performance in academic subject areas, attitudes, and behavior. These
outcomes will therefore be considered as impact. For purposes of this section, we will use

the term impact evaluation to include both outcomes and impact (Yap, 1997).

AN |

Outcomes can occur at many levels. We can assess outcomes at three interrelated levels:
system, teacher, and student. At the system level, the intervention may have changed the
way the school allocates resources and time for instruction. It may have affected its
policy on professional development. At the teacher level, instructional strategies may
have changed as a result of the intervention. Assessment practices may have been
affected. At the student level, performance may have changed or improved on various
measures. : -

Impact evaluation should be conducted only after a program has attained a sufficient
level of stability. In practice, impact evaluation should be preceded by an implementation
evaluation to make sure that the intended program elements have been put in place before
we attempt to look at their effects. Assessing the impact of a nonentity—a program that
has yet to be put in place—is meaningless and a waste of resources that can be put to
better use (such as ensuring a high-fidelity implementation of the program).

89

Northwest Regional 79 4 IMPACT EVALUATION
o Educational Laboratory




Evaluating Whole-School Reform Efforts:
A Guide for District and School Staff

Evaluation Models

The central question to be addressed in an impact evaluation is whether the intervention,
in this case a whole-school reform effort, has made a difference for the target groups.
There are of course different ways to find out whether the

F| Some models are more effort has made a difference. The different ways are
‘| likely than others to sometimes described as evaluation models. The models can
produce results that differ in many ways. An important difference is the extent to

allow us to establish a . -
causal fink. which the results they produce allow us to connect the

E implementation of various program elements with the
o ool outcomes or impact—to make a causal link between the two.

This is sometimes described as the scientific rigor or validity
of the model. In other words, some models are more likely than others to produce results
that allow us to establish a causal link. :

There can be as many models as there are program evaluators. However, the most
commonly used models are: pretest-posttest model, comparison group model, regression
model, and control group model. While the models are different, each has to establish a
standard or expectation against which to examine the program results. In other words,
each has to address this important question: What would be the expectation if the
intervention was not implemented at the school? That is, how would students have
performed without the program?

For example, in the pretest-posttest model, the expectation is that without the
intervention, things will continue to go the way they had gone before. Teachers will
continue to teach as they did before, and students will continue to perform as they did
before. The baseline before the intervention will in fact be the expectation. Any
difference, positive or negative, that occurs following the intervention is therefore
attributable to the intervention (Tallmadge, 1982).

In the control/comparison group models, the standard or expectation is that without the
intervention, things should be very much like those that exist in a similar or equivalent
school or group of students. The critical issue is, of course, to identify and select an
equivalent or similar school or group of students to be the control or comparison group.

The regression model uses a statistical method to predict or project what things would
have been like without the intervention. The method takes into account most, if not all,
relevant factors, including such things as current status and critical contextual variables
(for example, demographic and socioeconomic backgrounds of schools and students).

For-each model, once the no-intervention standard or expectation is set up, the actual
state of affairs (instructional practice, say, or student performance) is then compared with
the expectation. With varying degrees of confidence, we then attribute the difference to
the intervention as illustrated below:

Northwest Regional 80 IMPACT EVALUATION
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Evaluating Whole-School Reform Efforts:
A Guide for District and School Staff

Actual = | Expectations | = Effects
Outcomes
® Regression

Pre- Control
Post Comparison

Figure 2. Evaluation Models

Each model, however, implicitly makes the “other things being equal” assumption. That
is to say, other than the intervention—the whole-school reform effort—there is no
significant difference between the project students and students used to set up the
standard or expectation. This assumption, of course, is not always true. To the extent that
this assumption does not hold, it is difficult to make a connection between program
implementation and impact. In other words, it becomes problematic to attribute the
outcomes or impact to the program.

Pretest-Posttest Model

This model makes the assumption that without the intervention, things will go on as they
did before. Other things being equal, teachers will continue to teach as they did before,
and students will continue to show the same pattern of achievement as they did before.
With the intervention, things will change over time, hopefully in a positive way.

This model assumes that the intervention occurs between pretest and posttest. Any
difference that is detected between the two points in time will be attributed to the
intervention. The model can include repeated measures. For example, both teaching
practice and student achievement can be measured repeatedly at predetermined intervals
(for example, twice a year or annually). The pattern of change at different points in time
can then be interpreted as a result of the intervention. If the pattern of student
achievement shows an upward trend over time (say, several years) then one can interpret
the trend as evidence of sustained effects of the intervention (Blum, et al., 1990;
Kushman & Yap, 1999).

Ideally, pretest and posttest measures should be taken from intact cohorts of students (the
same students at two or more points in time). This is especially important when the intent
is to measure gains of individual students. However, in a school setting, pretest and
posttest measures, or repeated measures over a longer period of time, are typically taken
from non-intact cohort groups. For example, assessments may be conducted with third-
graders at a school on an annual basis. In this case, the measurements are obviously not
taken from the same students. While the unknown bias that may result is a concern, it is
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less critical when we are primarily interested in knowing how a school, as a unit of
change, is being affected by the intervention over time.

To get a longitudinal perspective, the pretest-posttest model can be implemented as a
quasi-time-series model where repeated measures are taken over several years. For
example, assessments can be conducted on an annual basis to identify longitudinal
patterns and trends in student outcomes, as shown below. The line graph shows
increasing percentages of students meeting state standards from 1997 (baseline year)
through 2000. '

100

90

80

70

) /
50 - —e—Fourth Grade

40 /

Percent

30
20
- 10
-0 T - T
1997 1998 1999 2000
School Year

Figure 3. Pretest-Posttest Model
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| Advantages. The greatest advantage of the pretest-posttest model is that it is highly feasible in a
| school setting. It does not require a control or comparison group or a high level of statistical
1 expertise to implement the model. It is one of the least intrusive models and it does not impose a

heavy data burden on teachers and students. It can assess progress against a baseline. Further, it
| can measure growth or an absolute level of performance (Messick, 1985). For example, we can
measure growth (an increase of 10 percent) toward meeting state standards. Alternatively, we can

‘| assess the extent to which an absolute level of performance (e.g., 60 percent of students meeting
| state standards for a particular school year) is attained.

| Disadvantages. The greatest disadvantage of this model is that it lacks scientific rigor unless it is
implemented as a true time-series model, using intact cohorts. In a true time-series model, the
intervention is introduced and withdrawn at will or at random at various points in time. The
assumption is that when the intervention is withdrawn at any point in time, things will revert to the
preintervention status. In a school setting, however, it is seldom, if ever, possible to introduce and
withdraw an intervention at will over time. .

A AT R TN SIS 2 -

Typically, program outcomes and impact are measured longitudinally over several years.
A consistently positive or upward trend can provide compelling evidence that the
intervention is producing positive results. It is, however, difficult to rule out completely
the possibility that the positive trend is the result of some other factors (such as change in
student population or change in teaching staff).

Implementation Steps. The pretest-posttest model is relatively easy to implement.
Important steps include the following:

(1) Decide what outcomes you want to look at
(2) Select or develop instruments to collect the pertinent data
(3) Decide whether sampling is desired

(4) Administer the instruments to target groups at pretest time (for example, the
beginning of school year)

(5) Administer the instruments at posttest time (for example, the end of school year) -
(6) Analyze and interpret the evaluation data
(7) Report findings to stakeholder groups

(8) Use evaluation data for accountability and program improvement

Comparison Group Model

This model provides an expectation of program outcomes based on a comparable group
(Kushman & Yap, 1999). The comparison group, when selected appropriately, provides a
basis for determining what might be expected to occur in the absence of the intervention.
The comparison group should be similar (if not equivalent) to the intervention group in
all relevant respects. Some of the pertinent factors include current achievement level,
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socioeconomic and related demographic factors, school locale, and size. Other things
being equal, any detected difference between the two groups is attributable as impact of
the intervention. The bar graph below shows higher percentages of project students
meeting state standards relative to their comparison counterparts in reading and

mathematics.
100
90
80
70
g 60 @ Project
2 )
(72 k77 / i .
% 50 g%%%% B Comparison
£ — 0
o i g/,///ﬂf////////////y/’
a 40 /%///%////%/// 7’////// )
%7//////////////5 ///y///// . /%
30 ;////////f//////////////' ,////// ///// %
S 7
10 1 g'/.f////////////// ;/4///////////////92/%
Vi i
Reading Math

Subject Area
Figure 4. Comparison Group Model

Advantages. This model has relatively strong scientific rigor, making it easier to attribute
outcomes to the intervention. It is quite feasible when we can find naturally existing comparison
groups (that is, student groups in a demographically similar school). In addition, it allows us to
compare progress toward meeting common criteria (such as state standards).

Disadvantages. It is often difficult to find an appropriate comparison group. In addition, the *
selected groups may differ in important but unknown ways.

B DAl s b A B ol b S

Another disadvantage is that data need to be collected for both intervention and comparison
students, increasing the data collection burden and cost.
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Evaluating Whole-School Reform Efforts:
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Implementation Steps. Important steps in implementing the comparison group model
include the following:

(1) Decide what outcomes you want to look at

(2) Select or develop instruments to collect the pertinent data

(3) Identify and select a comparison group |

(4) Decide whether sampling is desired

(5) Administer the instruments to both project and comparison groups
(6) Analyze and interpret the evaluation data

(7) Report findings to stakeholder groups

(8) Use evaluation data for accountability and program improvement

Regression Model-

Using a statistical procedure called regression analysis, the model predicts or projects
what things would have been like had there been no intervention (Fetler & Carlson, 1985;
Yap, et al., 1979; Yap, et al., 1988; Yap, 1980). The projection can take into account a
range of factors that may have an influence on the outcomes, including demographics and
current status of affairs. Typically, baseline status and relevant demographic varables are
included in the regression equation. Other things being equal, the difference between
actual outcomes and predicted outcomes is attributable as impact of the intervention. In
the example shown on the following page, the project students as a group (or
individually) scored higher on the state assessment than the level predicted by the
regression equation.
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Figure 5. Regreséion Model

| Advantages. The models can have a high level of scientific rigor if the projection includes all of the
pertinent factors. It takes advantage of existing data and does not require data collection from a
control or comparison group. It statistically controls for extraneous factors affecting outcomes,
making it possible to attribute program effects.

Disadvantages. The feasibility of the model depends in large measure on the availability of

¥| sufficient archival data—data that already exist—on the pertinent variables. The model requires
statistical skills that may not exist among school staff. In addition, because it is essentially a
statistical procedure, the model can often be misused.

;rr{vgngnnmrcgg,y T N P NP A T AT TR AT ST MR

Implementation Steps. Important steps in implementing the regression model include
the following:

1. Decide what outcomes you want to look at
2. Select or develop instruments to collect the pertinent data

3. Identify and obtain data needed to develop a regression equation
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Develop a regression equation to predict outcomes
Decide whether sampling is desired |

Administer the instruments to target groups
Analyze and interpret the evaluation data

Report findings to stakeholder groups

T R

Use evaluation data for accountability and program improvement

Control Group Model

This is a true experimental design. Properly implemented, it requires random assignment
of students to the intervention and control groups. Random assignment ensures the
comparability or equivalence of the two groups in all pertinent respects other than the
intervention itself (The Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation, 1994).
Any difference between the two groups with respect to outcomes is therefore directly
attributable as program effects. In the example shown below, higher percentages of
project students meet state standards in reading and mathematics in comparison with their
control counterparts.
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| Advantages. The model has a high level of scientific rigor. It provides the strongest basis for
attributing the detected difference to the intervention. It has the potential of rul/ng out all
| extraneous factors that might have contributed to the outcomes.

T

Disadvantages. The model is probably the least feasible to implement, particularly in a school
setting. It is almost never feasible to randomly assign students to the intervention and control
groups. The process can be very disruptive. Another disadvantage is that it requires data
collection for both the intervention and control groups, increasing data burden and cost.

e

3

e e o e ]

Implementation Steps. Important steps in implementing the control group model include
the following:

(1) Decide what outcomes you want to look at
(2) Select or develop instruments to collect the pertinent data

(3) Set up a control group through random assignment of students or other entities of
interest

(4) Decide whether sampling is desired

(5) Administer the instruments to both project and control groups
(6) Analyze and interpret the evaluation data

(7) Report findings to stakeholder groups

(8) Use evaluation data for accountability and program improvement

Table 1 provides a summary of the models along with their respective advantages and
disadvantages.

I8
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The Evaluation Process .

Regardless of which model is used, the evaluation process consists of a series of critical
steps, including the following:

What questions do we want to address?

What do we want to look at? What indicators and measures do we use?

How do we collect the data?

How do we analyze the data?

How do we interpret the data? What are the data telling us?

How do we use data to improve the program? What follow-up actions should be taken?
Are follow-up actions making a difference? ' 4

Py T T S LT Iy T T T 7
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These steps are interrelated. Each is further discussed below.

Questions to Address

For impact evaluation, the overall question is whether and in what ways the intervention
has made a difference for students, teachers, and the school as a whole. However, under
this overall question, a host of more specific questions may be addressed by the
evaluation. Examples include:

e How is the school and/or district administration providing support for the school
reform effort?

e In what ways are teachers changing and improving their instructional practice?
e In what ways are students improving their performance?

Evaluation questions can be framed with even greater specificity as follows:

e Does the school reform effort result in an increased percentage of third-grade
students meeting state benchmarks in reading and mathematics?

¢ Does the school reform effort result in an increased percentage of teachers
participating in professional development activities?

e Does the school reform effort result in improved student attendance?

e Does the school reform effort result in a decreased number of discipline
problems?

| It is important that all key
il stakeholders are involved
i in making the decisions
on what questions the
evaluation should

¥ address.

Some of these questions may have come directly from the
stakeholders. Others may be based on stated program goals
and objectives. Yet others may address specific program
performance indicators. It is important that all key
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stakeholders are involved in making the decisions on what questions the evaluation
should address. )

Choosing Indicators and Measures

Once the evaluation questions are formulated, it is normally an easy step to decide what
indicators (such as reading achievement or student attendance) and measures (scores on
specific tests, for instance) we need to look at. As discussed earlier, these indicators can
exist at various levels: school/district administration, teachers, and students. For example,
if the question has to do with the percent of students meeting state standards, then
indicators may include student achievement in various academic areas (such as
reading/language arts and/or mathematics). ’

Typically, indicators include student performance scores on the following measures:

e Norm-referenced tests
e Criterion-referenced tests

e Performance-based assessments

Norm-referenced tests (NRTSs) are the most widely used standardized assessment tool in

the United States. Their primary purpose is to provide a general portrayal of student
performance in comparison with a norm group. A norm-referenced test typically consists
of multiple-choice items in the areas of reading, language arts, mathematics, science, and
social studies. Typically developed by a commercial publisher, NRTs provide such
normative scores as percentiles, stanines, normal curve equivalents (NCEs), grade
equivalents, and scale scores. These metrics are highly efficient for sorting and screening
purposes, but are limited in indicating what students know and can do at a particular
grade level. -

Criterion-referenced tests (CRTs) are developed to assess the attainment of specific
knowledge and skills. The test items, in a multiple-choice or an open-ended format, are
constructed to measure a particular skill or instructional objective (for example, sight
vocabulary, reading fluency, recognition of the central theme of a story, addition with
two-digit numbers, basic algebraic concepts). In most cases, a cut score or mastery score
is established to determine whether a student has mastered a specific skill. In this sense,
assessments based on state standards or benchmarks are a form of criterion-referenced
testing. Many states are using the services of commercial publishers to create their
standards-based assessment systems.

Performance-based assessments (PBAs) are created to provide students with
opportunities to apply or demonstrate specific knowledge or skills in a particular content
area. While a consensus has yet to emerge on a precise definition of performance-based
assessments, such assessment devices generally require the student to create a response to
an open-ended question. Examples include a short written answer, a writing sample, an
exhibition, and a portfolio. The response is typically scored or rated according to a set of
specific criteria described in a scoring guide or rubric. The best-developed and most

102
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widely used performance-based assessment is traits-based writing assessment. Student
writing samples are typically rated on a six-point scale for such traits as ideas,
organization, word choice, voice, and conventions. PBAs allow teachers to incorporate
assessment as an integral part of instruction.

It is important to recognize that Also typically, these assessment devices cover the

| in addition to academic following academic areas:
subjects, other indicators may

also be pertinent, including the .
P g e Reading/language arts

tic
e Attendance e Mathematics

| » Dropout rates ¢ Wniting
IE Discipline referrals e Science
Violence e Social studies

ok Pt e St ]

In standards-base school reform, it is probably more appropriate to look at indicators that
are standards-based rather than norm-referenced. Most states have both content and
student performance standards that address the question of what students should know
and can do at various benchmark points. In this

¥l Norm-referenced measures are context, a critically important indictor is the
g| not consistent with the notion percentage of students meeting the state standards.

that all students will attain a Because they measure students against one another,
particular level of knowledge

and skills.

rather than against an external standard, norm-
referenced measures are not consistent with the notion
that all students will attain a particular level of
knowledge and skills.

In addition to student outcomes, the evaluation may also look at indicators at the school
and teacher levels. At the school level, we may want to find out whether and how the
school administration is supporting the reform effort. Changes in policy and practice can
occur in the following areas:

¢ Release time for teachers to plan improvement activities
¢ Reallocation of time and resources for professional development

¢ Acquiring external technical assistance to enhance staff capacity
At the teacher level, the evaluation may look at the following:

¢ Incidence of collegial learning
e Use of effective teaching practice
e Redesigning the curriculum

e Use of assessment information to improve instruction
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Collecting Data

Several decisions need to be made here. For example, key decisions need to be made in
the following areas:

e Which evaluation model is the most appropriate for addressing the questions?
e What instruments should be used to collect the data?

¢ What are the data sources?

o Is sampling necessary or desired?

o Should we use multiple measures?

Model Selection. Quite often, the evaluation question itself would suggest which
evaluation model may be the most appropriate. For example, if we are interested in
knowing not only whether thé percent of students meeting state standards is increasing
but also whether the increase is greater than among a comparable group, then the
comparison group model is appropriate. On the other hand, if we are interested in
knowing only whether the school is improving over time, then a pretest-posttest model

may suffice.

A model is seldom, if ever, entirely valid or invalid. Some models are generally more
valid than others. There are other criteria schools should consider in choosing a particular
model.

First, we need to consider the purpose of the evaluation. When an evaluation is conducted
for formative purposes (e.g., for program modification and refinement), the ability to
make a causal link may be less important than when it is conducted for high-stakes,
summative purposes (e.g., for program continuation). A less rigorous model may be
adequate for exploratory, formative investigations.

Second, we need to consider feasibility. Generally, less .
vigorous models are easier to implement than more rigorous
models. For example, a true experimental design with ;
random assignment of students to experimental and control
groups is typically not feasible in the regular school setting.
The use of naturally existing comparison groups, while less E
rigorous, is more feasible. Other factors related to feasibility e
include the intrusiveness of data collection procedures as

well as staff time and expertise for data collection and analysis. For example, when
teachers and school administrators serve as data collectors, data collection methods need
to be explicit and relatively straightforward. '

Third, cost is always an important consideration. Generally, the more rigorous models are
more expensive than their less rigorous counterparts. The evaluator has to weigh the
importance and usefulness of the information against the resources needed to collect and
analyze the data. The model selected should provide benefits commensurate with the

costs it incurs.

The evaluator has to weigh
the importance and
usefulness of the
information against the
resources needed to collect
and analyze the data.
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Instrument Selection. Depending on the nature of the specific indicators you are looking at,
various instruments may be appropriate for data collection. For example, if the indicators have
to do with academic achievement, some sort of tests for assessment devices will be required
for data collection. If the indicators dedl with teaching practice, a different set of instruments
will be used to collect the relevant data. Such instruments may include interview protocols,
observation schedules, and/or focus-group meetings. Like the evaluation models, each data“
collection method has its advantages and disadvantages.

Researchers and evaluators have developed a variety of data collection methods,
including:

e Document review

e Questionnaire survey
e Interview

e Focus group

e Observation

o Assessment of student achievement

Some methods are better suited for the collection of certain types of data. Each has
advantages and disadvantages in terms of costs and other practical and technical
considerations (such as ease of use, accuracy, reliability, and validity). For example, there is
no best way to conduct interviews. Your approach will depend on the practical considerations
of getting the work done during the specified time period. Using a focus group—which is
essentially a group interview—is more efficient than one-on-one interviews. However, people
often give different answers in groups than they do individually. They may feel freer to
express personal views in a private interview. At the same time, group conversations can draw
out deeper insights as participants listen to what others are saying. Both approaches have
value. Schools must weigh pros and cons against program goals.

For both focus groups and interviews, the evaluator should work from a written interview
guide that lists the questions and also provides space where the interviewer can record
answers. Good interview questions should be open-ended questions written in a clear, simple,
conversational style. '

If your data collection plan calls for classroom observations, the evaluator needs to develop a
guide that describes what he or she is looking for in the classroom. For example, the observer
may be asked to look for ways the inservice training has changed classroom practice. Or she
may be asked to note whether the teacher is using certain program materials. During the visit
itself, the evaluator should avoid disrupting the classroom activity. It is best if the evaluator
sits in an unobtrusive place and uses the guide to focus on the relevant classroom actions.

The data collection matrix on the next page summarizes the advantages and
disadvantages of each method.
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Case studies are not listed as a data collection method because they typically employ
some or all of the data collection methods under conditions specified in a fieldwork plan.
A well-designed case study not only provides a rich documentation of program
implementation and outcomes but can often help make a logical connection between
program activities and the desired outcomes.

Data Sources. Various sources exist from which the evaluator may collect the pertinent
data. Archival sources consist of existing documents from which a wide array of data
(such as student assessment data, attendance, and discipline referrals) may be available.
The primary data sources will probably be people who are participating in the school
reform effort, including students, teachers, school administrators, parents, and community
members. Typically, survey and interview data on program implementation and outcomes
will come from teachers, school administrators, parents, and community members.
Achievement data will be gathered from students.

While each data source can provide valuable information

While each data source can on the selected indicators, care should be taken in

| provide valuable information

SRR

on the selected indicators,
care should be taken in
deciding which data source

| may be best for which type

of information.

E T s W |

deciding which data source may be best for which type
of information. For example, data on teacher '
professional development can come from teachers or
school administrators. Generally, teachers will be a
better data source in this case because they have first-
hand knowledge of the staff development activity and
can provide a more valid and accurate picture of what

took place and its potential impact. Similarly, in some cases, teachers’ self-reports on
instructional practice may be less accurate than data obtained from onsite observation by

a trained observer.

A

In addition, many data sources can be strengthened by some preparatory work. For
example, a good explanation of the purpose of the evaluation, clear and concise
instructions for completing a written survey, and a well-developed focus group guide can
all enhance the validity of the data. Making sure that students know the purpose of a
particular assessment and have adequate test-taking skills can also increase the validity
and accuracy of the assessment results.

Multiple Measures. In many instances, it is unlikely that a single measure will
adequately assess the extent to which a program objective is attained, especially when the

The use of multiple
measures and approaches
can enhance the validity,
reliability, equity, and utility
of the data as well as
decisions about teaching
and learning.

T e At ]
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objective entails complex and multifaceted knowledge
and skills on the part of students or teachers. In such
cases, the use of multiple measures and approaches can
enhance the validity, reliability, equity, and utility of the
data as well as decisions about teaching and learning.
Multiple measures should be used to capitalize on the
strengths of each data collection method. For example,
survey data on changed practices at the classroom level
can be supplemented with onsite observation data to
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enhance validity. Similarly, the validity of student performance data is enhanced when
such data are gathered with different approaches and formats, including criterion-
referenced tests, multiple-choice tests, writing samples, completion of tasks and prOJects
and portfolios of student work.

Sampling. Sampling can reduce data collection cost as well Sampling can reduce
as burden on respondents. Matrix sampling, for example, | data collection cost as
allows a selected sample of the target population (for | well as burden on
example, teachers or students) to respond to a selected ,| respondents.

sample of test or survey items. It reduces the amount of time

and other resources for data collection in comparison with a
study that requires the participation of all members of the target group. On the down side,
sampling reduces the amount of information available for individual students and
teachers, and may make it difficult to disaggregate data.

Sampling units can be individuals (such as students or teachers), grade levels, schools,
-districts, or even states in a large-scale study. A simple random sample of individual
students will consist of students randomly selected from the entire school, district, state,
or nation. Similarly, a simple random sample of schools will consist of schools randomly
selected from the district, state, or nation.

The most efficient sampling method (with the smallest sampling error) is stratified
random sampling (Sudman, 1976). For example, within a school, you can first randomly
sample grade levels and then randomly select students within each grade level selected.
The stratification factors can be any variables that may potentially affect the outcomes,
including grade level, gender, ethnic group, and poverty status.

Analyzing the Data

In most instances, data analysis will be straightforward, using

. L. . . Itisi rtant, h f
such descriptive statistics as frequency counts, averages, and tis important, however,

that conclusions and

percentages. It is important, however, that conclusions and ; recommendations
recommendations regarding program implementation and | regarding program
outcomes be based on patterns and trends of results rather [ implementation and

8l outcomes be based on
| patterns and trends of
Hl results rather than

| episodic differences.’

than episodic differences that may represent little more than
measurement errors or random fluctuation over time.

Data analysis is facilitated if the project has clear and
measurable goals and objectives (Yap, 1997). For example, if
an objective of the project is to increase the percentage of third-graders meeting state
reading benchmarks, then it is a relatively simple matter of computing the number and
percent of these students who met the benchmarks.

In some cases, you may want to use “inferential” statistics to analyze the data, especially
if the evaluation has a high-stakes purpose, such as program funding. This is where you
want to be sure that the detected differences (positive or negative) are not a result of
random fluctuation. A variety of statistical procedures (such as a t test for differences
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between two groups or analysis of variance among three or more groups) are available to

assess the statistical significance of a detected difference. If such technical expertise is

not available among the school staff, external help can be obtained to perform the

analysis.

J help identify areas in which

1 improvement is needed. It

Data disaggregation can

a program is succeeding
and areas in which

can also identify areas

In addition, data should be disaggregated whenever
possible. For example, data can be broken down by _
gender, ethnic group, school locale (urban and rural), and
student type (economically disadvantaged, limited-
English proficient, migrant, disabled, and so forth). Data
disaggregation can help identify areasin which a program

where equity is an issue. is succeeding and areas in which improvement is needed.

It can also identify areas where equity is an issue. For
example disaggregation can serve as protection against
“creaming”—a deliberate or unconscious attempt on the part of program staff to achieve

better results by working only with more advantaged or promising students. “Creaming”
is not only discriminatory, it also undermines the integrity of standards-based reform.

e ]

Interpreting the Data

This is where we ask the question: What are the data
telling us? Contrary to a common belief, data do not
usually speak for themselves. The results have to be
interpreted in an appropriate context. For this reason,
interpretation is best conducted as a collaborative
activity between the evaluator and project staff. For
example, differences in student performance over time
: can be a result of random fluctuation. The evaluator with
statistical expertise can help decide whether that is the case or whether the difference is
statistically related to the intervention. Project staff, however, are generally in a better
position to discuss the meaning of the difference and its implications for teaching and
learning.

M1 Interpretation is best
conducted as a
collaborative activity
between the evaluator and
project staff.

Bargeio

Evaluators commonly say that a difference is “significant” or not significant. Typically,
they are referring to the statistical significance of a difference between the experimental
or project students and the control/comparison students. A significant difference in this
sense merely means that it is unlikely that the detected difference is a result of random
fluctuation. For example, when a difference is said to be significant at the .05 level—a
conventional level of significance—it means that the difference can be a result of random
fluctuation only about 5 percent of the time. To the extent that 5 percent is considered a
low probability, one may conclude that the difference is probably not due to random
fluctuation and, in that sense, is a real difference.

However, a “real” difference may be small or large. It does not tell us anything about the
practical or educational value of the difference. The value or practical importance of the
difference is essentlally a judgment call, to be determined by the key stakeholders
participating in the intervention. Evaluators have come up with some rules of thumb to
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assess the practical importance of a difference. A common rule is that if the difference is
more than one-third of a standard deviation of the mean score, it may be considered as
having some practical importance. The normal curve equivalent (NCE) scores, for
instance, have a mean of approximately 21. A difference of 7 or more NCEs may
therefore be considered to have practical importance.

Project staff, with intimate knowledge of program implementation, can help provide a
more complete explanation of the outcomes. For example, demographic changes or a
sudden influx of transient students can significantly affect student outcomes. Such
extenuating circumstances need to be considered if data interpretation is to have
credibility with project staff who are expected to use the evaluation results to improve
program implementation and outcomes. :

i

Data interpretation is greatly facilitated if the project has Objectives or performance

set up measurable goals and objectives or has developed || ndicators that incorporate
performance indicators that are readily assessable. | a standard or criterion

Objectives or performance indicators that incorporate a || make it easy to conclude
| whether the objective has

been met

standard or criterion make it easy to conclude whether the }
objective has been met. For instance, if an objective 2
requires 60 percent of the third-graders to meet state 4
benchmarks, it is a relatively easy task to decide if the
objective is attained.

Using Data for Program Improvement

Results of impact evaluation can serve a dual purpose:
accountability and program improvement (Kushman & f| It is also important that
Yap, 1999). Just like findings from program | project staff be able to use
. . . . . k1 the impact information to
implementation evaluation, results of impact evaluation k| plan follow-up actions to
should also be useful to the project staff. While we need to F| further strengthen the
know if the program is achieving the goals and objectives | program.

it set out to achieve, it is also important that project staff be | "

able to use the impact information to plan follow-up

actions to further strengthen the program.

Like data interpretation, data use is best conducted as a collaborative activity between the
evaluator and project staff. The evaluator can present the data and findings in a way that
is understandable and useful to project staff, who can then develop plans for program
modification and refinement. A good way to do this is for the evaluator and project staff
to engage in an interactive discussion on outcomes. For example, the evaluator can

- prepare the impact data in a graphical format as follows:
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Figure 7. Percent of Students Meeting Mathematics Benchmarks

In this example, the project staff will be asked to develop a set of narratives, using their
own words to describe what the data are telling them. This will be followed by discussion
and clarification until a consensus or agreement is reached on what the data say and/or
imply. An action plan will then be developed to implement follow-up activities. In the
above example, there is clearly a need to re-examine and strengthen the eighth-grade
mathematics curriculum. '

The action plan may consist of the adoption or adaptation of a new comprehensive school
improvement model or the development of a home-grown approach to school
improvement. It may seek to expand professional development of school staff.

- The action plan should have a time line and should identify
The activities should .« qes . . .
be research-based individuals responsible for carrying out the planned activities.
challenging, and Like any program elements, the activities should be research-
doable. based, challenging, and doable. For example, if the corrective

‘ action calls for further professional development, then the

plan should be based on the principles of effective practice in
professional development, including:

e Activities are based on, and reflect, the best available research and practi_ce
e Activities are ongoing, intensive, and sustained

e Content has direct application in practice

¢ Goals are developed with input from participants

e Goals are part of a long-term school improvement plan
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e There is a formative (implementation) and summative (impact) evaluation process

e Key stakeholders are involved in both the evaluation and refinement of the
professional development activities

e There is understanding among stakeholders of how professional development fits
in the larger, overall school improvement plan

Monitoring Follow-up Actions

The implementation of the follow-up action plan needs
to be monitored and evaluated. Particular attention
should be focused on the intent of the corrective action.
For example, if the correction consists of increased
professional development, then implementation
evaluation during the following year should include
professional development as a focus. Data should be collected to indicate whether
professional development activities have increased (compared with the preceding year)
and to assess the quality of such activities.

The impact of the corrective
action should be evaluated
‘E| like other program

.|" components.

Al G N S g GE O i s L

The impact of the corrective action should be evaluated like other program components.
This makes program evaluation, both implementation and impact, an integral part of the
school improvement cycle—a process for continuous improvement.
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Instructions to the Presenter

Workshop Requirements

The following are general requirements for this training activity:

Audience:  District and school-level evaluators and key project staff responsible for the
evaluation of whole-school reform efforts.

Time: Two to four hours

Group size: 20 to 30 participants

Equipment: An overhead projector and Chartpaks

Materials:  Transparencies, participant handouts, and a copy of guidebook (desired)

Objective: To build local capacity in evaluating whole-school reform efforts through an
interactive presentation and discussion on impact evaluation.

Begin the discussion by stating the primary purpose of impact evaluation—to find out if the
intervention (whole-school reform) has made a difference for schools, teachers, and, most
importantly, students.

Then use the transparencies to continue with the presentation and discussion. The presentation
should be as interactive as possible. Since the audience is likely to consist of people with
considerable experience and expertise with program evaluation, you should invite questions and
comments from the audience as much as possible.

Depending on the type of audience you have and how detailed the presentation/discussion needs
to be, this session can last two to four hours. For district or school staff responsible for program
evaluation, this can be made a work session in which the participants will complete the small-
group activities as preplanning for their evaluation work.

Transparencies

Each transparency is related to a part of the guidebook. You should familiarize yourself with the
contents of the guidebook before you use the transparencies. The guidebook generally gives you
a pretty good idea about what you should say when you show a particular transparency.

Transparency #1

Explain that there are many ways to find out if an intervention has made a difference. Each
evaluation model uses a different method and rationale to determine what things would have
been like had there been no intervention. The difference between actual and expected outcomes
is a measure of program impact.
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The models are also different in that the results they produce allow us to attribute, with differing
degrees of confidence, the outcomes to the intervention. They also differ with respect to
feasibility, cost, and obtrusiveness. Thus, each has advantages and disadvantages. Discuss the
advantages and disadvantages. Refer to pages 81 through 89 in the guidebook.

Generally speaking, the models are presented in order of scientific rigor. The pretest-posttest
model is the least rigorous and the control group model—a true experimental design—is the
most rigorous. In a layperson’s perspective, one may say that the models answer the following
questions:

Pretest-posttest model—Are things getting better?
Comparison group model—Are you making a difference?
Regression model—Are you doing better than expected?
Control group model—Are you really making a difference?

Transparency #2

Present the pretest-posttest model as one that is highly doable and reasonable when evaluation
resources and expertise are limited. It measures outcomes at a minimum of two time points—
pretest and posttest. However, it is best conducted with repeated measures at regular intervals,
for example, repeated each fall and spring or annually.

The assumption of this model is that, without the intervention, things at posttest time will be the
same as they were at pretest time. Teachers will teach the same way and students will learn the
same way. Any difference will, therefore, likely be a result of the intervention.

Briefly discuss the advantages and disadvantages of the model as discussed on pages 82-83 in
the guidebook.

Explain that the best way to use the pretest-posttest model is not just to do a pretest and a
posttest. Rather, it should be repeated over a long period of time—preferably over several years
to show longitudinal patterns and trends. Even though this model does not provide a strong
scientific basis for attributing impact to the intervention, a consistently positive trend can be
compelling evidence that the program is working.

See pages 81-83 in the guidebook.

Transparency #3

Present the comparison group model as one with relatively strong scientific rigor. It is generally

doable when the school can find an appropriate comparison group—a school or groups of
students with characteristics similar to those of students in the intervention. At the very least, the
two groups (or schools) should be demographically similar, including such factors as poverty
level, percent of minority students, LEP population, and so on.

The assumption of this model is that, without the intervention, things (including the way teachers
teach and the way students learn) will be very much alike, if not identical, at the project and
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comparison schools. Any difference found at the end of the intervention will, therefore, be
attributable as impact of the intervention.

One of the challenges of using this model is finding a comparison group that is similar to the
intervention group in all relevant respects and one that is willing to participate in the necessary
data collection activities. In some cases, some sort of incentive (such as a summary of findings of
the study) may need to be provided to get such cooperation.

Briefly discuss the advantages and disadvantages of the model as described on page 84 in the
guidebook. ' '

Transparency #4

Present the model as one that is of great interest to evaluators and researchers. While it is more
doable in a school setting than people might think, it does require statistical skills not normally
available among school staff. So it is likely that some external assistance will be needed if this
model is chosen.

The assumption of this model is that the regression procedure can provide a highly accurate
prediction of what things would have been like in the absence of the intervention, especially
when all relevant variables are accounted for in the equation. The difference (as shown in the
transparency) between the predicted status and actual status at the end of the intervention period
is attributable as impact of the intervention.

The unit of measurement and analysis can be individual students, schools, or other entities of
interest. For example, individual student scores can be used to establish the regression equation.
This will probably be done by grade level. The procedure will then provide a predicted score for
each student. On a larger scale, schools can be used as the unit in setting up the equation. In that
case, school averages, for both student performance and demographics, will be used as the scores
to be included in the regression equation. Again, this is best conducted by grade level. The
equation will then provide a predicted score for each grade level for the school as a whole.

Briefly discuss the advantages and disadvantages of the model as described on page 86 in the
guidebook. ' '

Transparency #5 .

Introduce the model as a true experimental design with the highest level of scientific rigor.
Random assignment of students or other entities of interest to the intervention and control groups
can potentially rule out all extraneous factors that may affect the outcomes, making it easy to
attribute program impact.

The assumption of the model is that the project and control groups are truly equivalent in all
relevant respects and, without the intervention, we would expect the same things to happen in
both groups. If there is a difference at the end of the intervention period, that will be attributed as
impact of the intervention.
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A challenge of the model is random assignment of students to project and control groups. This is
rarely, if ever, feasible in an ordinary school setting. Randomly assigning larger entities (e.g.,
classes or schools) is sometimes more feasible. However, with larger entities, even random
assignment may not result in truly equivalent groups.

The control group model, even though rarely feasible, serves as an ideal that schools can
approximate to the extent possible. When this model is used, we can attribute the difference
between the two groups, as shown in the transparency, to the intervention with a great deal of
confidence.

Briefly discuss the advantages and disadvantages of the model as described on page 88 in the
guidebook. ' '

Close the discussion of evaluation models by directing attention to Handout #1, which
summarizes the advantages and disadvantages of each model.

Transparency #6

Walk the audience through the evaluation process, pointing out that steps are interactive and
build on each other. It is important to point out that the project needs to set up measurable goals
and objectives or performance indicators that can be assessed—those with some sort of standards
or criteria built in.

Schools will probably want to look at outcomes at more than one level. For example, they might
want to find out whether, as a result of the whole-school reform:

e School policy and practice have changed, particularly with respect to professional
development and allocation of time and resources

¢ Instructional practice has changed

e Student performance patterns have changed

Students are the ultimate beneficiaries of school reform. It would be difficult to justify leaving
out student outcomes in an impact evaluation of whole-school reform effort.

We need to look at the evaluation process from a cost-benefit perspective. For example, some
models and data collection methods are more expensive or time-consuming than others. We need
to make sure the expected benefits to the target groups (students, teachers, and schools) are
commensurate with the cost incurred.

All of the steps, but especially the last three steps, in the process are best conducted as a
collaborative effort between the evaluator and project or school staff. The evaluator can present
the results and the project staff can bring their craft knowledge about the reform effort to help
interpret the findings and to plan follow-up actions. Ultimately, only project staff—not the
evaluator—can use evaluation data to improve the project.

Relevant contents are provided on pages 90-102 of the guidebook.
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Transparency #7

Explain that there are many ways of collecting evaluation data. Some are better suited for
gathering certain types of data as discussed on pages 93-96 in the guidebook. Some are more
expensive than others. Each has advantages and disadvantages. Again, cost and benefits should
be considered in data collection. Generally, more indepth information costs more and is more
time-consuming to collect. For example, a written survey is usually less expensive than onsite
observation but may provide only, a very global picture of program implementation.

Briefly discuss each data collection method as described on pages 95-96 in the guidebook.

At this point you may want to have the participants peruse the handout on data collection (Data
Collection Matrix) and solicit comments and observations.

Transparency #8

Discuss data collection considerations as described on pages 91-97 in the guidebook, reinforcing
the notion that we want to collect data that are valid, reliable, and useful in the most cost-
effective way.

Selecting the most appropriate model will give us the most valid data for the intended purpoée.

Instruments must be valid, reliable, and cost-effective for the type of data we are collecting. For
example, a written survey on teaching practice may be less expensive, but onsite observation
(which is more expensive) can provide more accurate and useful data.

Some data sources may be more valid than others. As a general rule, we should go to the primary
source. For example, if we want to know the extent to which teachers participate in professional
development activities, the data source should be teachers, not a district administrator.

Sampling can reduce the cost of data collection. In some cases, sampling might even provide
more accurate data where the response rate problem may be more serious.

Multiple measures give us a more comprehensive and therefore more accurate picture of
program implementation and outcomes.

Transparency #9

Briefly discuss the difference between descriptive statistics and inferential statistics. In many
cases, the use of descriptive statistics (e.g., frequency counts, percentages, averages) may suffice,
especially when the evaluation does not have high stakes.

When it is necessary (such as in a high-stakes evaluation) to be sure that the impact is not a result
of random fluctuation, inferential statistical procedures may be needed. In some cases, a t test to
assess the statistical significance of the difference between the project and comparison group
may be all that is needed. In others, analysis of variance or other more sophisticated procedures
to detect a “real” difference may be necessary.

Northwest Regional
Educational Laboratory P 111 1 2 2

ok

IMPACT EVALUATION




Instructions to the Presenter -Impact Evaluation Section
Evaluating Whole-School Reform Efforts:
A Guide for District and School Staff

At this point, you may want to talk about different styles of data analysis. Data can be made to
reveal the truth—which is what we are after—in various ways. For example, they can be
squeezed, massaged, or brutally tortured to “confess” the truth as we see it.

You may also gently remind your audience that while some facets of the truth may readily ooze
out of the data, others use data as a shield to hide their identity. Sophisticated, high-voltage
statistical procedures may be needed to penetrate the shield to get to the whole truth. Even then,
one should be reminded that there are lies, damned lies, and then statistics.

Back on a more serious note, you may want to discuss the difference between statistical
significance and practical importance of any detected difference. See pages 99-100 in the
guidebook. )

Evidence is more compelling when there is a consistent pattern or trend. For example, with the
pretest-posttest model (which is generally less rigorous than the other models), if the student
performance shows a consistently positive trend over multiple years, one may quite confidently
say that something is going right with the intervention.

Whenever feasible, data should be disaggregated. Title I requires data to be broken down by
gender, ethnicity, poverty, language, migrant status, and disability status. Disaggregated data
provide us with a better understanding of how the intervention is working and can also reveal
equity issues which may otherwise not surface. See page 99 in the guidebook.

Transparency #10

Explain that there are only a handful of statistical indices in common use. They are frequency
count, percentage, mode, median, and mean/standard deviation. Go over this quickly because
most people in the audience probably already know these indices.

Frequency count tells us, for example, how many teachers participated in how many professional
development activities, how many minutes of the class time were devoted to reading, how many

students were absent for how many days, and so on. Frequency counts can often be categorized

(0, 1-5, 6-10, more than 10) in data analysis.

Percentage tells us the proportion of teachers who participated in professional development
activities, the proportion of students at various achievement levels (such as meeting state reading
benchmarks), the proportion of students who dropped out, and so on. Percentage is probably the
most commonly used statistic to show current status as well as growth over time. For example, a
school or district may set a goal to increase the proportion of students meeting state benchmarks
by 5 percent each year.

Technically, mode is the most frequently occurring number in a data set. For example, in a
writing assessment, if the most frequent rating is 3 (on a 6-point scale) then the mode rating is 3.
Mode tells us what is the most typical case. In some cases, it gives us a better picture of what is
going on than the mean.
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The median is the middle or 50™ percentile score. This is a good statistic when the score
distribution is nowhere near normal. For example, in looking at attendance data, the median
gives us a much better picture than the mean if a few students were absent for a huge portion of
the school year. The median is much less affected by a few outlying or extreme scores.

Mean and standard deviation are the most commonly used statistics in research and evaluation
studies. The mean tells us the average—what the average teacher or student is like with respect
to performance. For example, when we want to find out the difference between two groups (say,
project and comparison groups) we compare the means for the two groups.

Standard deviation shows the spread of the score distribution—the larger the standard deviation,
the wider the spread. In survey data, it indicates the extent to which the respondents provided
similar responses or ratings. When the respondents provided the same or similar responses, the
standard deviation of their responses will be small. A larger standard deviation, on the other
hand, suggests less agreement among the respondents. '

Transparency #11

Show the transparency and go over the items quickly. Again, most people in the audience
probably already know their test scores well.

Point out that ratings are typically used in performance-based assessment (€.g., writing
assessment). Typically, the ratings are based on some well-developed scoring guide or rubrics.
The ratings are usually single-digit numbers.

Point out that some test scores are not equal-interval scores, which means that they cannot be
used in statistical calculation. For example, it is not appropriate to add and divide percentile
scores to get an average. To get an average percentile, we should do the computation with
Normal Curve Equivalent (NCE) scores and then convert the average NCE to a percentile score.

Strictly speaking, only stanines, NCEs, and standard scores are equal-interval scores.

Also, test scores can be divided into status (horizontal) and longitudinal (vertical) scores. The
status scores (e.g., percentiles, quartiles, stanines, and NCEs) compare the performance of a
group of students with that of their peers. Longitudinal scores (grade equivalents and standard

- scores) show or capture a vertical scale or continuum of knowledge or skills by grade level or a
hierarchy of difficulty.

Transparency #12

Show transparency #12 when you do small-group activity #3. See small-group activity #3 for
details.

Transparency #13

Use transparency #13 when you do small-group activity #4. See small-group activity #4 for
details. :
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Small-Group Activities

Each small-group activity is designed to reinforce or stimulate the discussion on a particular
topic or concept. It could be conducted prior to or following the discussion. If it is done prior to
the discussion, the topic should be briefly introduced before the discussion. As a presenter, you
should guide the participants through the activity and then lead an interactive discussion of the
results of the groups’ work, drawing from the contents of the guidebook as appropriate to
reinforce and/or enrich the discussion.

The small-group activity can also be provided following a more detailed discussion of the topic.
In this case, the activity provides a way for the participants to apply what they have learned in
the presentation and discussion.

Small Group Activity #1 (20 minutes)

This activity can be conducted prior to or following your presentation on data collection
(transparencies #7 and #8). If it is conducted prior to the presentation, its purpose is to stimulate
thinking about data collection issues. If it is done after the presentation, its purpose is to reinforce
ideas and concepts covered in your presentation.

Divide the audience into groups of about five people. The group can consist of members of a

- school team or just participants selected by various means to form a group.

The task of the group is to complete the data collection form to reinforce what they have
discussed about data collection, including methods, data sources, and instruments. The small
group should identify a recorder and/or reporter to share the results with the entire group when
the activity is completed. Allow 15 minutes for the small groups to complete the task and five
minutes to share. To save time, you may ask only two or three volunteer groups to share.

Refer the participants to parts of the guidebook that discuss evaluation models and data
collection methods (for example, the data collection matrix).

As discussed in the guidebook, data collection methods can include document review, interview
(in person or over the telephone), written survey, focus groups, observation, and assessment of
student performance.

Data sources can include existing documents and people, including students, teachers, school
administrators, parents, and community members.

Under “instrument,” the small groups can provide generic labels (such as teacher survey or titles
of existing instruments as in the measurement of student achievement by a statewide test).

At the end of the activity, you should briefly summarize the results and point out any common
themes, pattemns, or trends. If the concepts did not come up in the group discussion, you should
briefly discuss the advantages and disadvantages of each data collection method with respect to
validity, reliability, feasibility, cost, and data burden.
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Small Group Activity #2 (20 minutes)

This activity can be conducted prior to or following your presentation on data analysis
(transparencies #9, #10, and #11). If it is conducted prior to the presentation, its purpose is to
stimulate thinking about data analysis issues. If it is done after the presentation, its purpose is to
reinforce ideas and concepts covered in your presentation.

Divide the audience into small groups of about five people. The group can consist of members of
a school team or just participants selected by various means to form a group.

The task of the group is to complete the data analysis form to reinforce what they have discussed
about data analysis, including the use of descriptive and inferential statistics.

The small group should identify a recorder and/or reporter to share the results with the entire
group when the activity is completed. Allow 15 minutes for the small groups to complete the
task and five minutes to share. To save time, you may ask only two or three volunteer groups to
share.

Explain that under the column heading of type of data, we are talking about whether it would be
survey data, interview data, observation data, student outcome data, or others.

Under data analysis method, members of the group should discuss whether they would compute
frequencies, percentages, and/or averages. Would they set a standard or criterion? For example,
would they want to see at least 50 percent of the teachers changing their instructional practice in
accordance with what is specified in the school reform model? Would they look at student
outcomes in addressing the evaluation question? How can they say instruction has improved
unless students are learning better? Would they do any comparative analysis?

Would they be dealing with open-ended, qualitative data, such as descriptions of changes in
practice? Would they just summarize the verbal data?

Small Group Activity #3 (30 minutes)

Show transparency #12 when you do small-group activity #3.

Divide the audience into groups of about five people. The group can consist of members of a
school team or just participants selected by various means to form a group.

The task for members of the group is to review the student outcome data (percent of students
meeting state benchmarks) and to state in their own words what the data mean to them.
Collectively, they are to develop three narratives or statements that indicate what the data say or
imply. Typically, these narratives are then used as the basis for developing improvement plans.

The small group should identify a recorder and/or reporter to share the results with the entire
group when the activity is completed. Allow 25 minutes for the small groups to complete the
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task and five minutes to share. To save time, you may ask only two or three volunteer groups to
share.

At the end of the activity, you should briefly summarize the results and point out any common
themes and findings.

Small Group Activity #4 (30 minute;v)
Use transparency #13 when you do small-group activity #4.

Divide the audience into groups of about five people. The group can consist of members of a
school team or just participants selected by various means to form a group.

The task of the group is to review the student data displayed in a graph. The same data are
provided in a tabular format for small group activity #3. The group is to develop key findings
based on the data in response to the evaluation question of whether student performance is
improving over time.

Based on the key findings, the group will then decide what corrective action, if any, should be
taken. The group will also decide who will be responsible for 1mplement1ng the corrective action
and when the action will be taken.

The small group should identify a recorder and/or reporter to share the results with the entire
group when the activity is completed. Allow 25 minutes for the small groups to complete the
task and five minutes to share. To save time, you may ask only two or three volunteer groups to
share.

At the end of the activity, you should briefly summarize the results and point out any common

themes, patterns, or trends. If none of the groups mentioned it, you should point out that the
eighth-grade curriculum clearly needs to be examined and perhaps restructured.
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Handout — Impact Evaluation Section
Evaluating Whole-School Reform Efforts:
A Guide for District and School Staff

Evaluating Program Impact
Activity #3—Interpreting Data

What are the data telling us?

Percent of Students Meeting State Benchmarks

Grade (Subject) 94/95 95/96 96/97 97/98
Fourth (Reading) 43 38 46 55
Eighth (Reading) 34 31 40 32
Fourth (Math) 24 36 44 55
Eighth (Math) 35 29 20 29

Percent of Students Meeting Mathematics Benchmarks

e

L d
-

~
-

2

/ —e— Fourth
—f&— Eighth

Percent of Students
@ a2 @

\
|
\

-

94/95 95/96 96/97 97/98
School Year

Narratives:

1.

Impact Evaluation #5

& Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory 140

-

ERIC 166




891

o# uonenjead joedw

Jea) [ooyog
86/.6 16/96 96/56 S6/v6

b3 —a—
Yuno4 —e—

HEIS [0040S PUB JOUISI 10} 9PING v

s)yJewyouag Buipeay Bunsasy syusapnis Jo Jusadiad

dn-mojjog Buluue|d—# Aoy

yoedw| weiboid Bunenjeay

:SHOYT WosRY [00YIS-8joyp Bunenjeas
uonj2ag uonen|eas joedw) — Jnopuey

b

e

13

14

13°]

19

73

18

16

4 Aiojesoqe] [euoeanpy [euoibay }SoMyLION

SUBPNIS JO JUIIIDd

.91

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



/# uonenjea] joedw

0

1

Zr) Kiojesoqe] jeuonyesnpsg jeuoiboy amw\sctoz.

691 -

Zaun 10 3uiaoaduag
duew.10j13d Judapnys st

are(

a[qisuodsay uosiog

udye ], 9q 0} co_uo‘w | s3urpurg A93y]

uonsang) uonenjeAq

4B)S [00YOS puE JoU)sIq J0f BPIND Y
:SHOYT wLojay 100yaS-ajoyss Bunenjeas

uo}2ag uonenjeAy joedw] — Jnopuey

dn-mojjo4 Buluuejd—it AAoy

joedw| weiboid Bunenjeay

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.



DESIGN SAMPLE

171



Instructions to the Presenter — Design Sample
Evaluating Whole-School Reform Efforts:
A Guide for District and School Staff

DESIGN SAMPLE

Instructions to the Presenter

Small-Group Activity #5 (40 minutes)

This activity should be completed at the end of the training. Below are three examples of
evaluations used by schools interested in identifying the success of their schoolwide
project. Break into three small groups, each group taking one of the school scenarios, and
discuss the nature of the evaluation using the information provided in this guidebook to
answer the questions following each scenario. At the end of the activity, please report the
results of your discussion to the full group.

Evaluation of schoolwide projects is needed in order to assess the level and degree of
student achievement attributable to change efforts. Various evaluation models, theories,
and approaches have proliferated. A single, one-size-fits-all approach to evaluation is
difficult, if not impossible to define. Rather, a multiple-method approach will be needed
and the methods used will vary from school to school as well. Evaluation is not a single-
method design or approach but a variety of activities from which to pick and choose as
appropriate to meet accountability requirements and information needs with available
resources. A comprehensive evaluation will provide answers to all parts of the question,
“Who does what to whom with what results at what costs?”” A rigorous evaluation to
completely answer this question is typically beyond the resources of most local projects.
It is necessary to decide which parts of this question are most relevant and feasible to
answer in the schoolwide evaluation effort. The following activity is designed to help you
use the information presented in this guidebook to identify some conceptual distinctions
relevant to evaluating schoolwide projects. The type of schoolwide evaluation conducted
can range from a simple impact study with little attention paid to implementation issues.
and a focus on a single measure of student achievement to a complex, fully designed
formative and summative evaluation.

School 1 Scenario

An elementary school with grades kindergarten through sixth implemented a schoolwide
reading program this past year as part of the state’s comprehensive school reform
initiative. The schoolwide reading model was selected because the school’s expected
ultimate outcome of children meeting the state reading standards was successfully met in
a neighboring school that had implemented the same reading model. Overall, the
principal felt the reading scores at his school were dismal; state assessments on writing
and math were below the 50" percentile as well, but the principal thought changes to the
entire school curriculum would be too overwhelming for his school staff to endorse.

Support from the schoolwide reading model developers consisted of a week-long training
for 12 of the 15 teachers two weeks before the beginning of school. The focus of the
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Instructions to the Presenter — Design Sample
Evaluating Whole-School Reform Efforts:
A Guide for District and School Staff

training was how to implement the reading model. Part of the training stressed the
importance of completing a checklist of implementation indicators every eight weeks so
staff could self-assess how well they were implementing the model’s reading
components; no other support was provided by the reading model developers. The three

- teachers who did not receive the staff development training received literature on the

newly implemented model and were briefed by those who attended the training. None of

- the teachers reviewed the grant proposal that was awarded federal funds to implement the

school reform model. Additionally, the lone support from the local school district came in
the form of funds to implement the specific schoolwide model.

The school evaluation plan took a minimalist approach to identifying model success;
increase in student achievement was the sole impact criterion of the school. Baseline data
on children’s reading scores were at or below the 30" percentile as measured by the
California Achievement Test (CAT). The goal of the school was to get 90 percent of the
underachieving children to make one and a half years of progress on the reading section
of the CAT.

Discussion Questions for Activity' #5, School 1 Scen_ario

What are the strengths of this evaluation?

What are the limitations of this evaluation?

What would improve the evaluation, at both the formative and summative stages?
Will there be evidence for fidelity of model implementation? _

Is there sufficient evidence collected to demonstrate the school’s progress toward its
goal? '

What evaluation model (for example, growth or pretest-posttest) is being utilized?
What are the strengths and disadvantages of using this evaluation model?

nhwLN =

o

School 2 Scenario

Staff at School 2 spent one year reviewing their school’s strategic plans, the districtwide
needs assessment, recent standardized tests, and parent surveys to help identify goals for
the upcoming year in their elementary school. These data helped the school staff decide
to implement a schoolwide model to help students become proficient in reading. Along
with community members, the school staff felt that implementation of a more structured
reading program would prepare students to meet reading standards set by the state and
school district.

The school decided it would need to implement a model that would achieve its goals of
(1) getting all parents and children involved in the school program and, (2) bringing all
students within one grade level in reading as measured by the state standardized test and
with 80 percent of the children passing the state benchmark assessment. Based on their
desired outcomes, School 2 selected School Improvement Model B to provide the best
opportunity for the growth of their students. The staff also felt that the model
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supplemented its current math and writing curricula. The school also receives financial
support and technical assistance from its local school district. The support offers teachers
a chance to receive professional development and to attain the appropriate materials and
equipment.

Although the model chosen by the school supported the nine required components of
CSRD, little evaluation consideration was given to each of the components. For example,
no data are to be collected on sustained support within the school after the initial
implementation of the model. However, the staff plan to work with the model developers
on data collection surrounding the formative evaluation. Model B contains a schoolwide
plan for instruction, assessment, classroom management, professional development, and
parent involvement. The model focuses on shared reading, vocabulary building, and
writing activities. Teachers have a detailed guide for teaching each component. The staff
receive year-round professional development from the model developers. In addition to
receiving an initial professional development at the beginning of the school year by the
model developers, school component meetings are conducted throughout the year. During
the first year of operation the school will receive two implementation checks from the
model developers, with two implementation checks conducted during the second year.
The model developers will use their own checklists to ensure proper model
implementation. Annual curriculum refresher courses are offered to new teachers and
anyone else on staff who feels the need for additional training.

The model has specific benchmarks that align well with the state benchmarks. Therefore,
the students will be assessed every two months on the model’s curriculum-based
measure, and those children who show the greatest need will get additional help with
their reading. The children are also assessed annually on the school district benchmark, as
well as at third and sixth grades on the state benchmark assessment.

Reports are provided to the school staff by the model developers regarding what is going
well in the school and next steps that need to occur for proper implementation to occur.
Data from the state reading test will provide the school staff with indicators of student
achievement gains. '

At the end of the second year the school will hire a school district evaluator to help them
compile, analyze, and interpret the comprehensive implementation data and the district
and state benchmark assessments. These data will provide the staff with the information
to determine changes in student achievement.

Once the data have been analyzed and interpreted, a report will be provided to the school
to make any programmatic changes necessary to further improve students’ academic
success and improve parent involvement in the school.

Discussion Questions for Activity #5, School 2

1. What are the strengths of this evaluation?
2. What are the limitations of this evaluation?
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What would improve the evaluation, at both the formative and summative stages?
Will there be evidence for fidelity of model implementation?

Is there sufficient evidence collected to demonstrate the school’s progress toward its
goal?

6. What evaluation model (for example, growth or pretest-posttest) is being utilized?
What are the strengths and disadvantages of using this evaluation model?

whw

School 3 Scenario

Upon hearing that the state of Oregon would fund 20 Comprehensive School Reform
Demonstration (CSRD) sites in the upcoming year, staff at School 3 began to review their
school’s strategic plans, the districtwide needs assessment, recent standardized tests, and
parent surveys to identify areas in which they could help children perform better in
school. These data helped the school staff decide that a new schoolwide model could
indeed help their students become more proficient in reading, an area where the latest
district assessments indicated School 3’s children were performing miserably. Along with
community members, the school staff felt that implementation of a more structured

. reading program would prepare students to meet reading standards set by the state and
school district. The school staff recently implemented a new schoolwide math model and
a new literacy model, and the staff thought the implementation of a new reading model
would provide students with the richest of environments in which to learn. After support
among school staff was attained for implementing a new model, a committee of teachers,
the principal, and school district staff wrote a proposal for CSRD funding. School staff
‘interested in reviewing the grant were encouraged to offer feedback. Once the proposal
was funded, all teachers were required to read the proposal.

The primary goal—as determined by the CSRD Advisory Committee made up of school
staff, district staff, and pareﬁts of children attending School 3—was for students to
become more proficient in reading. Breaking this goal down even further, the measurable
objectives were to increase the number of children reading at grade level by 2 percent
each year and increase the number of children meeting the Oregon state standard for
reading by 10 percent each year. The local school district provided a third-party evaluator
to assist in defining measurable goals and to help the staff identify how these goals could
be achieved through a schoolwide model. The evaluator assisted in helping the school
identify a research-based model that included classroom activities, curriculum, resources,
and assessments that would help children perform better in School 3. The model chosen
to support children’s learning was School Improvement Model C.

Model C contains a schoolwide plan for instruction, assessment, classroom management,
professional development, and parent involvement. The model focuses on shared reading,
vocabulary building, and writing activities. Teachers have a detailed guide for teaching
each component. The staff receives year-round professional development from the model
developers. In addition to receiving initial professional development at the beginning of
the school year by the model developers, school component meetings are conducted
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throughout the year. Annual curriculum refresher courses are offered to new teachers and
anyone else on staff who feels the need for additional training.

The Advisory Committee will oversee both the formative and summative evaluation. The
committee will meet at least every two months to review the ongoing data collection.
During the first year of operation, the school will receive three implementation checks
from the model developers, with two implementation checks conducted during the second
year. This Advisory Committee, with the help of the model developers, will create a
calendar and checklist to aid in the tracking of appropriate model implementation.
Interviews and surveys of students, teachers, and parents will be used to collect
information on various aspects of model implementation. Additionally, classroom
observations and focus groups with teachers will provide valuable data in how the
comprehensive program is being implemented. The Advisory Committee’s goal will be to
verify the success of the model implementation and make any modifications to classroom
instruction, parent involvement, or other program components.

School 3’s evaluation plan will identify progress toward its goal using both state and
local data assessments. To measure progress using state assessments, School 3 will use
Title I Adequate Yearly Progress Criteria as a measure of academic progress. Local
student performance measures are important to School 3 as well. The student
performance goal is to improve student achievement in reading with the objective of
increasing the percentage of students in grades one through six reading at grade level by
the end of the first year of implementation by 2 percent. Multiple measures will be used
to assess these changes. For example, local pre- and post-reading assessments will be
administered as will the CSRD model’s 10-week assessment. The final assessment will
be a local literacy assessment to be administered at the beginning and end of the school
year. To ensure that the program is on the right track, School 3 created interim
benchmarks. The objective of the interim benchmark is to increase the number of
students reading at grade level by .6 percent each trimester. Students will be assessed
with the model’s 10-week assessment, the local reading assessment, and nightly reading
homework records. Where possible the assessments will be conducted in the spring and
fall. For example, fall and spring assessments on oral reading samples will be conducted
to identify changes in student reading strategies and understanding of text.

As is evident, School 3’s evaluation plan has two purposes: to document project activities
and monitor progress toward expected outcomes and to summarize the overall progress of
the plan’s effectiveness. School 3 is also concerned that each of the nine CSRD
components is addressed in the program evaluation. For each of the nine components,
specific processes used to review, monitor, and adjust the school program are included as
part of the evaluation plan. Some of the evaluation tools will be administered by the local
evaluator, while others will be administered by the CSRD’s model developer. Still others
will be administered by the Advisory Committee staff. The tables below offer part of the
evaluation of the nine CSRD components.
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Component 1: Effective Research-Based Strategies

Goal Indicator/Strategy | Measurement Who When
1) Successful Implement Monitoring Model 3 visits per year
implementation of | strategies as ' Developer
the CSRD plan intended by model
2) Align classroom | Analysis of change | Teacher Advisory Each term
practice to in classroom reflections on Committee
Oregon practice changes in
benchmark classroom
practices

Component 2: Comprehensive Design

Goal Indicator/Strategy | Measurement Who When
Implement, monitor, | Review progress | Implementation | Advisory Each term
and refine CSRD plan | by checking checklist committee
on ongoing basis interim student Review and

achievement data | evaluate
disaggregated
data )

Component 3: Professional Development

Goal Indicator/Strategy | Measurement Who When
To successfully Ensure full Attendance at | Advisory Each term
implement a participation in each activity | Committee
professional activities
development plan that | Change in Classroom Evaluator " | Ongoing
results in positive classroom observation

change in reading and | practices

arent involvement '

Component 5: School Support

Goal Indicator/Strategy | Measurement Who When
Maintain staff support | Advisory Polling of staff | Evaluator Annually
at 97% Commiittee will by secret ballot

communicate and | to identify
solicit feedback continued
support of the
model
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Component 6: Parent and Community Involvement

Goal Indicator/Strategy | Measurement Who When

1) Intact and Weekly team Model Advisory Each term

functioning meetings, develop | monitoring committee

family support support plans for | process

team struggling youth
2) Family

participation in Homework with | Monitor Evaluator Each term

20 minutes of parent signoff number of

reading sheet returned

homework nightly assignments

Once the data have been collected, the evaluator will work with the Advisory Committee
on ways to analyze the data. Then, working as a group, they will begin to interpret the
data. Once the final report has been completed, the evaluator and a member of the
Advisory Committee will present the findings at a community forum. Although
programmatic changes were made throughout the project period, the final report will
provide additional evidence for possible changes in program practices. .

Discussion Questions for Activity #5, School 3

1. What are the strengths of this evaluation?

2. What are the limitations of this evaluation?

3. What would improve the evaluation, at both the formative (implementation) and
summative (impact) stages?

4. Will there be evidence for fidelity of model implementation?

5. Is there sufficient ev1dence collected to demonstrate the school’s progress toward its
goal?

6. What evaluation model (such as growth or pretest-posttest) is being utilized? What

are the strengths and disadvantages of using this evaluation model?

In addition to answering the questions after each scenario, discuss whether the school
personnel or evaluator would be able to complete the following schoolwide evaluation
worksheet. If information is missing for any component of the worksheet, discuss
whether that information may be important to the school and, if so, what changes in the
evaluation design would need to occur to provide sufficient evidence for program

SUCCESS.
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Evaluation Framework
Schoolwide Evaluation Worksheet

Basic Evaluation Framework: The following is a brief description of the elements
needed for a sound school evaluation design. An evaluation design should express
student performance goals. Ideally, the goals highlighted in the evaluation design should
encompass, but not be limited to, all existing goals identified by your school in your
schoolwide plan. Each identified student performance goal has a specific objective,
strategy for attainment, indicators and benchmarks, and measurement method.

Student Level Goals Definitions

Student Performance Goals— Student Performance Goals: A general description of
What do we want students to student goals.

ultimately achieve?

Objectives—What do students Objectives: A specific, measurable description of student
need to specifically achieve to performance goals that identifies a time frame for
accomplish goals? . | achieving goals.

Strategies for Attainment—What | Strategies for Attainment: A description of the

do schools. have to do to help strategies, means, and methods used by schools to
students accomplish goals and | accomplish student performance goals.
objectives?

- Local Indicators and Indicators and Benchmarks: A specific description of
Benchmarks—What evidence do the state, local, and interim indicators and benchmarks to
we need to demonstrate progress be used to measure progress toward student performance
toward goals? goals and objectives.

Measurement Methods—How will | Measurement Methods: A specific description of the

we gather the evidence needed to instruments or methods to be used to gather evidence of
demonstrate successful achievement | progress toward attainment of student performance goals
of goals? and objectives.

Reference: Guidelines for preparing a charter school accountability plan, The
Massachusetts Department of Education

Finally, discuss in your group whether the school in each of the scenarios has built a
rational cause-and-effect relationship between the schoolwide model activities and their
impact on student achievement. That is, can the school demonstrate that the model being
implemented has a direct relationship to changes in student leaming? For example, does a
school’s evaluation model identify how instructional elements (such as project-based
activities or curriculum aligned to standards) relate to expected changes in how students
learn, feel, and do in school? Furthermore, does the model identify the types of changes
in student performance (such as attendance or problem-solving skills) that lead to
attaining the desired standard (say, meeting statewide performance standard)?
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School 1 Scenario

An elementary school with grades kindergarten through sixth implemented a schoolwide reading
program this past year as part of the state’s comprehensive school reform initiative. The
schoolwide reading model was selected because the school’s expected ultimate outcome of
children meeting the state reading standards was successfully met in a neighboring school that
had implemented the same reading model. Overall, the principal felt the reading scores at his
school were dismal; state assessments on writing and math were below the 50™ percentile as
well, but the principal thought changes to the entire school curriculum would be too
overwhelming for his school staff to endorse. :

Support from the schoolwide reading model developers consisted of a week-long training for 12
of the 15 teachers two weeks before the beginning of school. The focus of the training was how
to implement the reading model. Part of the training stressed the importance of completing a
checklist of implementation indicators every eight weeks so staff could self-assess how well they
were implementing the model’s reading components; no other support was provided by the
reading model developers. The three teachers who did not receive the staff development training
received literature on the newly implemented model and were briefed by those who attended the
training. None of the teachers reviewed the grant proposal that was awarded federal funds to
implement the school reform model. Additionally, the lone support from the local school district
came in the form of funds to implement the specific schoolwide model. ‘

The school evaluation plan took a minimalist approach to identifying model success; increase in
student achievement was the sole impact criterion of the school. Baseline data on children’s
reading scores were at or below the 30" percentile as measured by the California Achievement
Test (CAT). The goal of the school was to get 90 percent of the underachieving children to make
one and a half years of progress on the reading section of the CAT.
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School 2 Scenario

Staff at School 2 spent one year reviewing their school’s strategic plans, the districtwide needs
assessment, recent standardized tests, and parent surveys to help identify goals for the upcoming
year in their elementary school. These data helped the school staff decide to implement a
schoolwide model to help students become proficient in reading. Along with community
members, the school staff felt that implementation of a more structured reading program would
prepare students to meet reading standards set by the state and school district.

The school decided it would need to implement a model that would achieve its goals of

(1) getting all parents and children involved in the school program and, (2) bringing all students
within one grade level in reading as measured by the state standardized test and with 80 percent
of the children passing the state benchmark assessment. Based on their desired outcomes, School
2 selected School Improvement Model B to provide the best opportunity for the growth of their
students. The staff also felt that the model supplemented its current math and writing curricula.
The school also receives financial support and technical assistance from its local school district.
The support offers teachers a chance to receive professional development and to attain the
appropriate materials and equipment.

Although the model chosen by the school supported the nine required components of CSRD,
little evaluation consideration was given to each of the components. For example, no data are to
be collected on sustained support within the school after the initial implementation of the model.
However, the staff plan to work with the model developers on data collection surrounding the
formative evaluation. Model B contains a schoolwide plan for instruction, assessment, classroom
management, professional development, and parent involvement. The model focuses on shared
reading, vocabulary building, and writing activities. Teachers have a detailed guide for teaching
each component. The staff receive year-round professional development from the model
developers. In addition to receiving an initial professional development at the beginning of the
school year by the model developers, school component meetings are conducted throughout the
year. During the first year of operation the school will receive two implementation checks from
the model developers, with two implementation checks conducted during the second year. The
model developers will use their own checklists to ensure proper model implementation. Annual
curriculum refresher courses are offered to new teachers and anyone else on staff who feels the
need for additional training.

The model has specific benchmarks that align well with the state benchmarks. Therefore, the
students will be assessed every two months on the model’s curriculum-based measure, and those
children who show the greatest need will get additional help with their reading. The children are
also assessed annually on the school district benchmark, as well as at third and sixth grades on
the state benchmark assessment. '

Reports are provided to the school staff by the model deVelopers regarding what is going well in

the school and next steps that need to occur for proper implementation to occur. Data from the
state reading test will provide the school staff with indicators of student achievement gains.

Design Sample #2
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At the end of the second year the school will hire a school district evaluator to help them
compile, analyze, and interpret the comprehensive implementation data and the district and state
benchmark assessments. These data will provide the staff with the information to determine
changes in student achievement.

Once the data have been analyzed and interpreted, a report will be provided to the school to

make any programmatic changes necessary to further improve students’ academic success and
improve parent involvement in the school.
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School 3 Scenario

Upon hearing that the state of Oregon would fund 20 Comprehensive School Reform
Demonstration (CSRD) sites in the upcoming year, staff at School 3 began to review their
school’s strategic plans, the districtwide needs assessment, recent standardized tests, and parent
surveys to identify areas in which they could help children perform better in school. These data
helped the school staff decide that a new schoolwide model could indeed help their students
become more proficient in reading, an area where the latest district assessments indicated School
3’s children were performing miserably. Along with community members, the school staff felt
that implementation of a more structured reading program would prepare students to meet
reading standards set by the state and school district. The school staff recently implemented a
new schoolwide math model and a new literacy model, and the staff thought the implementation
of a new reading model would provide students with the richest of environments in which to
learn. After support among school staff was attained for implementing a new model, a committee
of teachers, the principal, and school district staff wrote a proposal for CSRD funding. School
staff interested in reviewing the grant were encouraged to offer feedback. Once the proposal was
funded, all teachers were required to read the proposal.

The primary goal—as determined by the CSRD Advisory Committee made up of school staff,
district staff, and parents of children attending School 3—was for students to become more
proficient in reading. Breaking this goal down even further, the measurable objectives were to
increase the number of children reading at grade level by 2 percent each year and increase the
number of children meeting the Oregon state standard for reading by 10 percent each year. The
local school district provided a third-party evaluator to assist in defining measurable goals and to
help the staff identify how these goals could be achieved through a schoolwide model. The
evaluator assisted in helping the school identify a research-based model that included classroom
activities, curriculum, resources, and assessments that would help children perform better in
School 3. The model chosen to support children’s learning was School Improvement Model C.

Model C contains a schoolwide plan for instruction, assessment, classroom management,
professional development, and parent involvement. The model focuses on shared reading,
vocabulary building, and writing activities. Teachers have a detailed guide for teaching each
component. The staff receives year-round professional development from the model developers.
In addition to receiving initial professional development at the beginning of the school year by
the model developers, school component meetings are conducted throughout the year. Annual
curriculum refresher courses are offered to new teachers and anyone else on staff who feels the
need for additional training.

The Advisory Committee will oversee both the formative and summative evaluation. The
committee will meet at least every two months to review the ongoing data collection. During the
first year of operation, the school will receive three implementation checks from the model
developers, with two implementation checks conducted during the second year. This Advisory
Committee, with the help of the model developers, will create a calendar and checklist to aid in
the tracking of appropriate model implementation. Interviews and surveys of students, teachers,
and parents will be used to collect information on various aspects of model implementation.
Additionally, classroom observations and focus groups with teachers will provide valuable data

: Design Sample #3
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in how the comprehensive program is being implemented. The Advisory Committee’s goal will
be to verify the success of the model implementation and make any modifications to classroom
instruction, parent involvement, or other program components.

School 3’s evaluation plan will identify progress toward its goal using both state and local data
assessments. To measure progress using state assessments, School 3 will use Title I Adequate
Yearly Progress Criteria as a measure of academic progress. Local student performance
measures are important to School 3 as well. The student performance goal is to improve student
achievement in reading with the objective of increasing the percentage of students in grades one
through six reading at grade level by the end of the first year of implementation by 2 percent.
Multiple measures will be used to assess these changes. For example, local pre- and post-reading
assessments will be administered as will the CSRD model’s 10-week assessment. The final.
assessment will be a local literacy assessment to be administered at the beginning and end of the
school year. To ensure that the program is on the right track, School 3 created interim
benchmarks. The objective of the interim benchmark is to increase the number of students
reading at grade level by .6 percent each trimester. Students will be assessed with the model’s
10-week assessment, the local reading assessment, and nightly reading homework records.
Where possible the assessments will be conducted in the spring and fall. For example, fall and
spring assessments on oral reading samples will be conducted to identify changes in student
reading strategies and understanding of text.

As is evident, School 3’s evaluation plan has two purposes: to document project activities and
monitor progress toward expected outcomes and to summarize the overall progress of the plan’s
effectiveness. School 3 is also concerned that each of the nine CSRD components is addressed in
the program evaluation. For each of the nine components, specific processes used to review,
monitor, and adjust the school program are included as part of the evaluation plan. Some of the
evaluation tools will be administered by the local evaluator, while others will be administered by
the CSRD’s model developer. Still others will be administered by the Advisory Committee staff.
The tables below offer part of the evaluation of the nine CSRD components. :

Component 1: Effective Research-Based Strategies

Goal Indicator/Strategy | Measurement Who When
3) . Successful Implement Monitoring Model 3 visits per year
implementation of | strategies as Developer
the CSRD plan intended by model ,
4) Align classroom | Analysis of change | Teacher Advisory Each term
practice to in classroom reflections on Committee
Oregon practice changes in
benchmark classroom
practices

Design Sample #3
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Goal Indicator/Strategy | Measurement Who When
Implement, monitor, - | Review progress | Implementation | Advisory Each term
and refine CSRD plan | by checking checklist committee
on ongoing basis interim student Review and

achievement data | evaluate
' disaggregated
data
Component 3: Professional Development

Goal Indicator/Strategy | Measurement Who When
To successfully Ensure full Attendance at | Advisory Each term
implement a participation in each activity | Committee
professional activities .
development plan that | Change in Classroom Evaluator 'Ongoing
results in positive classroom observation
change in reading and | practices
parent involvement
Component 5: School Support

Goal Indicator/Strategy | Measurement Who When
Maintain staff support | Advisory Polling of staff | Evaluator Annually
at 97% Committee will by secret ballot

communicate and | to identify
solicit feedback continued
support of the
model
Component 6: Parent and Community Involvement
Goal Indicator/Strategy | Measurement Who - When
3) Intact and Weekly team Model Advisory Each term
* functioning meetings, develop | monitoring committee
family support support plans for | process
team struggling youth
4) Family
participation in Homework with | Monitor Evaluator Each term
20 minutes of parent signoff number of
reading sheet - returned
homework nightly assignments

Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory 193

Design Sample #3

166




Handout — Design Sample Section
Evaluating Whole-School Reform Efforts:
A Guide for District and School Staff

Once the data have been collected, the evaluator will work with the Advisory Committee on
ways to analyze the data. Then, working as a group, they will begin to interpret the data. Once
the final report has been completed, the evaluator and a member of the Advisory Committee will
present the findings at a community forum. Although programmatic changes were made
throughout the project period, the final report will provide additional evidence for possible
changes in program practices.

19 4 Design Sample #3
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Discussion Questions for Activity 5

What are the strengths of this evaluation?

What are the limitations of this evaluation?

What would improve the evaluation, at both the formative (implementation) and
summative (impact) stages?

Will there be evidence for fidelity of model implementation?

Is there sufficient evidence collected to demonstrate the school’s progress toward its goal?

What evaluation model (such as growth pretest-posttest) is being utilized? What are the
strengths and disadvantages of using this evaluation model?

195
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Schoolwide Evaluation Worksheet

Basic Evaluation Framework: The following is a brief description of the elements needed for a
sound school evaluation design. An evaluation design should express student performance goals.
Ideally, the goals highlighted in the evaluation design should encompass, but not be limited to,
all existing goals identified by your school in your schoolwide plan. Each identified student
performance goal has a specific objective, strategy for attainment, indicators and benchmarks,

and measurement method.

Student Level Goals

Definitions

Student Performance Goals—
What do we want students to
ultimately achieve? -

Student Performance Goals: A general description of
student goals.

Objectives—What do students
need to specifically achieve to
accomplish goals?

Objectives: A specific, measurable description of student
performance goals that identifies a time frame for
achieving goals. '

Strategies for Attainment—What
do schools have to do to help
students accomplish goals and
objectives?

Strategies for Attainment: A description of the
strategies, means, and methods used by schools to
accomplish student performance goals.

Local Indicators and
Benchmarks—What evidence do
we need to demonstrate progress
‘toward goals?

Indicators and Benchmarks: A specific description of
the state, local, and interim indicators and benchmarks to
be used to measure progress toward student performance
goals and objectives.

Measurement Methods—How will
we gather the evidence needed to
demonstrate successful achievement
of goals?

Measurement Methods: A specific description of the
instruments or methods to be used to gather evidence of
progress toward attainment of student performance goals
and objectives.

Reference: Guidelines for preparing a charter school accountability plan, The Massachusetts

Department of Education
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RESOURCES

Below is a listing of useful print and online information resources that relate to evaluating
schoolwide reform programs and a listing of technical assistance providers.

Print

Data Use Tools

Bernhardt, V.L. (1998). Data analysis for comprehensive schoolwide improvement.
Larchmont, NY: Eye on Education.

Targeted at non-statisticians, this practical toolbook shows educators how to gather,
analyze, and use data-to improve all aspects of schools.

Holcomb, E.L. (1999). Getting excited about data: How to combine people, passion and
proof. Newbury Park, CA: Corwin Press.

This practical manual answers questions about what data to collect, how to analyze data,
and how to use the data to align school improvement.

Levesque, K., et al. (1998). At your fingertips: Using everyday data to improve schools.
Berkeley, CA MPR Associates, Inc.

This workbook is designed to help educators use a variety of data to better manage,
monitor, and improve schools. The workbook is structured to help teams and individuals
develop performance indicator systems that can be used to identify strengths and
weaknesses and to develop strategies to meet educational goals.

Wagner, M., et al. (1997). Making information work for you: A guide for collecting good
information and using it to improve comprehensive strategies for children, families, and
communities. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education.

This evaluator’s toolkit provides evaluation methods and instruments that schools can use
to collect sound information and document program progress. Suggestions are included
for starting the evaluation process and documenting results.

EvaIuation Tools

Beyer, B.K. (1995). How to conduct a formative evaluation. Alexandria, VA: Association
for Supervision and Curriculum Development (ASCD).

This book describes how to conduct an evaluation of educational programs by assessing
the program during various stages of its development. The author provides practical
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checklists, data-collection instruments, and other resources to assist in conducting the
evaluation.

Billig, S.H., & Kraft, N:P. (1996). Linking Title I and service-learning: A planning,
implementation, and evaluation guide. Denver, CO: RMC Research Group.

This guide provides guidelines for program planning, operations, and evaluations for
Title I programs. Section IV discusses how to evaluate the impact of a program and how
to improve its effectiveness.

Herman, J.L., & Winters, L. (1992). Tracking your school’s success: A guide to sensible
evaluation. Newbury Park, CA: Corwin Press. ‘

This comprehensive guide offers educators step-by-step procedures and practical
guidance needed to conduct sensible assessments and evaluations, and record and
measure progress. It also instructs the reader on how to use evaluation information to aid
in school planning and improve management decisions.

King, J.A, Morris, L.L., & Fitz-Gibbon, C.T. (1987). How to assess program
implementation. Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications.

This is part of a Sage series called the Program Evaluation Kit, Second Edition. The
series contains nine books written to guide and assist practitioners in planning and
managing evaluations: (1) Evaluators Handbook; (2) How to Focus an Evaluation; (3)
How to Design a Program Evaluation; (4) How to Use Qualitative Methods in
Evaluation; (5) How to Assess Program Implementation; (6) How to Measure Attitudes;
(7) How to Measure Performance and Use Tests; (8) How to Analyze Data; and (9) How
to Communicate Evaluation Findings.

Pechman, E., et al. (1998). Implementing schoolwide programs: Volume 1, an idea book
on planning. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education. -

This book focuses on the issues of schoolwide program planning and combining
resources. It contains many examples from various schools that illustrate the issues
discussed. Thorough assessment of needs and schoolwide planning are essential for
comprehensively upgrading the effectiveness of a school. Two appendices provide tools
for planning schoolwide programs and extensive information about print, video, and
Internet resources available to planners.

RMC Research Corporation. (1995). Schoolwide programs: A planning manual.
Portland, OR: Author.

Designed to help educators collect data on their school and plan and implement a
schoolwide program, this manual discusses the vision behind and advantages of
schoolwides. It highlights a four-step process for planning a schoolwide program: (1)
conducting a comprehensive needs assessment; (2) managing the inquiry process; (3) -
designing the schoolwide program; and (4) evaluating the program.

Sanders, J.R. (1992). Evaluating school programs: An educator’s guide. Newbury Park,
CA: Corwin Press.

Northwest Regional 174 . - RESOURCES
Educational Laboratory 1 9 9




Evaluating Whole-School Reform Efforts:
A Guide for District and School Staff

Here is a general guide to help in planning and conducting school program evaluations.
The author guides the reader through each step in the evaluation process: how to focus
the evaluation, and how to collect, organize, analyze, report, and use the information
collected. '

Examples of State CSR Evaluation Plans

Oregon Department of Education (1999). Oregon Comprehensive School Reform
Demonstration Program 1999 state evaluation plan: Guidance and timeline. Salem, OR.

The plan has two purposes: to document project activities and progress toward expected
outcomes, and to summarize the overall progress of the reform program.

Washington State Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (1999). Comprehensive
School Reform Demonstration Program Local Evaluation Report. Olympia, WA.

The purpose of this evaluation report is to “monitor and document CSRD program
implementation; to assess progress toward expected outcomes; and to determine overall
program effectiveness in improving student achievement.”

Research Articles and Studies

Glennan, T.K., Jr. (1998). New American Schools after six years. Santa Monica, CA:
RAND.

In July of 1991, New American Schools (NAS) was established to develop designs for
what were termed “break the mold” schools. Its initial goal was to create designs to help
schools enable students to reach high educational standards. It then moved to implement
the new design in a significant number of schools as an element of a strategy for
promoting wider education reform. This report describes RAND’s perspectives on the
evolution of NAS’ mission.

Kushman, J.W., & Yap, K. (1999). What makes a difference in school improvement? An
impact study of Onward to Excellence in Mississippi schools. Journal of Education for
Students Placed At Risk, 4(3), 277-298.

The study examined the implementation of OTE and its impacts on student achievement
over a five-year period. Results of the study conclude that implementation and retention
were uneven across schools and that high-fidelity implementation appears to lead to
positive results. The authors discuss the difficulties in implementing whole-school reform
models and the factors that help or hinder success.

Stringfield, S., et al. (1998). Scaling up school restructuring in multicultural, multilingual
contexts: Early observations from Sunland County. Education and Urban Society, 30(3),
326-357. '

This study addresses three policy questions: (1) How effective are current school
restructuring programs in improving the achievement of students in schools with large
numbers of language-minority students? (2) Are some models better suited to
multilingual environments than others? (3) What actions at the federal, state, district, and
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school level increase or decrease the probability of these schools obtaining full benefits
from these models?

Taylor, D., & Teddlie, C. (1999). Implementation fidelity in Title I schoolwide programs.
Journal of Education for Students Placed At Risk, 4(3), 299-319.

This study examines the extent to which schools that received Title I funds for
schoolwide programs implemented the plans they developed. Findings showed that while
schools implemented some of the plan components, such as hiring Title I teachers and
teaching assistants, instructional innovations included in the plans were not implemented.
The article concludes with specific recommendations for districts and schools.

Wong, K K., & Meyer, S.J. (1998). Title I Schoolwide Programs: A synthesis of findings
from recent evaluation. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 20(2), 115-136.

This article synthesizes what is known about Title I schoolwide programs, focusing on
programmatic and organizational characteristics of schoolwide program schools and
districts, and evidence of the effectiveness of schoolwide program schools, especially in
terms of student performance.

Online Publications and Resources

Comprehensive School Reform Demonstration Program Homepage
http://www.ed.gov/offices/OESE/compreform/

This Web site includes a publications list, tools, state contacts, and other Web-site links
related to CSRD.

Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory’s Comprehensive School Reform
Demonstration Web Site
http://www.nwrel.org/csrdp

This site offers descriptions of school reform models, contact information for service
providers, a listing of Northwest school CSR sites, descriptions of the types of assistance
available, and Internet links to articles about reform models. -

American Institutes for Research (1999). An educator’s guide to schoolwide reform.
Arlington, VA: Educational Research Service.
http://www.aasa.org/Reform/index.htm

The American Institutes for Research (AIR) developed this guide for educators and
others to use when investigating different approaches to school reform. It reviews the
research on 24 "whole-school," "comprehensive," or "schoolwide" approaches.

Klein, S., Medrich, E., Perez-Ferreiro, V., & MPR Associates (1996). Fitting the

pieces: Education reform that works. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of
Education. :

Northwest Regional ' 176 RESOURCES
Educational Laboratory : 2 O 1




Evaluating Whole-School Reform Efforts:
A Guide for District and School Staff

http://www.ed.gov/pubs/SER/FTP

An indepth study of 12 education reform studies commissioned by the U.S. Department
of Education. Each study comprises three volumes. Volume I contains a discussion of the
study, case study summaries of the schools or school districts examined, and
recommendations. Volume II contains detailed case studies. Volume III is a technical
appendix explaining the study's methodology.

Quellmalz, E., et al. (1995). School-based reform: Lessons from a national study: a
guide for school reform teams. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education.
http://ed.gov/pubs/Reform/index.html

This national study, conducted by SRI International for the Planning and Evaluation
Service of the U.S. Department of Education, examined effective school programs and
other school-based reform efforts nationwide. This guide provides advice and specific
examples based on the findings of the study.

Videotape

Ross, S., & Davis, D. (1999). Selecting and implementing Comprehensive School Reform
Programs. Portland, OR: Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory’s Comprehensive
School Reform Demonstration Program.

This videotape provides detailed information on keys to selecting, implementing, and
evaluating Comprehensive School Reform Programs. Dr. Stephen Ross of the University
of Memphis discusses the formative evaluation process for school reform programs and
presents examples of evaluation instruments.

Technical Assistance Providers

U.S. Department of Education Regional Office

The U.S. Departfnent of Education maintains 10 regional offices throughout the country.
The following offices have representatives in each regional office:

The Secretary’s Regional Representative (SRR) and staff conduct departmental business
on many issues.The Office of Postsecondary Education (OPE) handles questions related
to student financial assistance programs. The Office of Special Education and
Rehabilitative Services (OSERS) assists constituents with rehabilitative services. The
Office for Civil Rights (OCR) responds to questions about, and reviews complaints
related to, civil rights issues.The Office of the Inspector General (OIG) investigates
potential violations of law and conducts audits on Department-funded programs. The
Office of Management (OM) has personnel offices or representatives in each of the
regional offices.

Comprehensive Regional Assistance Centers (CCs)

The 15 Comprehensive Centers provide comprehensive training, technical assistance, and |
capacity building to local education agencies, schools, tribes, states, and community-
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based organizations. Services are designed to help schools and districts focus on
improving teaching and learning, especially in the development of schoolwide programs
and programs that improve the opportunity for all children to meet challenging state
content and student performance standards. These services include meeting the special
needs of children served under the Improving America's Schools Act (IASA) including
children in high-poverty schools, migratory children, immigrant children, Native
American children, children with limited English proficiency, neglected or delinquent
children, homeless children, and children with disabilities.

Regional Educational Laboratories

The Regional Educational Laboratory Program is the U.S. Department of Education’s
largest research and development investment, designed to help educators, policymakers,
and communities improve schools and help all students attain their full potential. The
network of 10 Laboratories works to ensure that those involved in educational
improvement at the local, state, and regional levels have access to the best available
research and knowledge from practice. A main priority that guides all Laboratory work is
helping educators and administrators expand systemic reform to benefit schools, and the
educational programs within them, in all communities.

Eisenhower Regional Math/Science Consortia

The 10 consortia provide technical assistance and disseminate information to teachers
and other educators in implementing mathematics and science programs in accordance
‘with state standards.

For information on service providers in your region, please contact your state department
of education or the U.S. Department of Education.
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